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INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 


In 2008, I prepared an 82-page critical peer review of Aharon Dolgopolsky's 
massive Nostratic Dictionary at the request of the McDonald Institute for 
Archaeological Research at the University of Cambridge, United Kingdom. That 
review is available for free download from academia.edu. However, until recently, I 
had not prepared a similar review of Vladislav Markovič Illié-Svity&'s (Buanucmas 
Mapxonuu Viumu-Caurbra) Oneum cpaeueuus nocmpamuueckux A3b1KO6 (ceuumo- 
xaMumckuü,  kapmeeneckuü, | unooeeponelückuü,  ypaneckuü,  OpaeuOuückuii, 
anmaückuü) [An Attempt at a Comparison of the Nostratic Languages (Hamito- 
Semitic, Kartvelian, Indo-European, Uralic, Dravidian, Altaic)] (1971—1984). I 
finally completed such a review in August 2020 — this (December 2021) is an 
enhanced and corrected version of that review. 

Illié-Svityé (12 September 1934—22 August 1966) prepared an earlier (1965), 
preliminary summary of his research entitled *Marepuaxbi K cpaBHuTeJIbHOMY 
CJIoBaplo HOCTpaTHYeCKHX A3bIKOB (WnjytoeBponelickuii, amralickuii, ypaJIbcKuii, 
AzpaBuucKu, KapTBeJIbCKHH, ceMuroxaMurTcKuii)" [Materials for a Comparative 
Dictionary of the Nostratic Languages (Indo-European, Altaic, Uralic, Dravidian, 
Kartvelian, Hamito-Semitic)], 2muwonoeus (Etimologija) 1965:321—373. That 
work is not under review here, though it is cited where appropriate. Subsequently, 
two volumes of his Nostratic dictionary appeared. The first volume was partially 
prepared by Illič-Svityč himself and was arranged for publication by a team of his 
associates. It was published in 1971. Vladimir Dybo prepared the introductory 
material found in Volume 1, including the tables of sound correspondences. The 
second volume was prepared solely by a team of scholars, based upon Illič-Svityč’s 
notes. It was published in 1976. After a considerable delay, a third volume under 
Illié-Svity&' s name was published in 1984. This volume was prepared by a team of 
scholars and was not based directly upon Illic-Svity&'s notes. Nothing further has 
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appeared. Only the first two volumes will be reviewed here, that 1s, only the 
material actually prepared by Illic-Svityé himself or based upon his notes. 

In Chapter 1, $1.5, I noted the following problem areas with Illic-Svityé&'s work 
(and that of Dolgopolsky as well): 


Let me begin by stating unequivocally that I have the highest admiration for what 
Moscovite scholarship (especially the work of V. M. Illié-Svityó and A. B. 
Dolgopolsky — some of the work done by other Russian scholars is not on the same 
level) on Nostratic has achieved. Their research has opened up new and exciting 
possibilities and given Nostratic studies new respectability. However, this does not 
mean that I agree with everything they say. I regard their work as a pioneering effort 
and, as such, subject to modification in light of advances in linguistic theory, in 
light of new data from the Nostratic daughter languages, and in light of findings 
from typological studies that give us a better understanding of the kind of patterning 
that is found in natural languages as well as a better understanding of what is 
characteristic of language in general, including language change. 

Let us begin by looking at phonology: In 1972 and 1973, the Georgian scholar 
Thomas V. Gamkrelidze and the Russian scholar Vjačeslav V. Ivanov jointly 
proposed a radical reinterpretation of the Proto-Indo-European stop system. 
According to their reinterpretation, the Proto-Indo-European stop system was 
characterized by the three-way contrast glottalized ~ voiceless (aspirated) ~ voiced 
(aspirated). In this revised interpretation, aspiration is viewed as a redundant feature, 
and the phonemes in question could also be realized as allophonic variants without 
aspiration. Paul J. Hopper made a similar proposal at about the same time (Hopper 
1973). I should point out here that, even though I support the revisions proposed by 
Gamkrelidze, Hopper, and Ivanov, my views are not dependent upon any particular 
reconstruction of the Proto-Indo-European stop system — the sound corres- 
pondences I have proposed can be maintained using the traditional reconstruction as 
well. What the new views of Proto-Indo-European consonantism did was bring into 
light the implausibility of certain Nostratic sound correspondences established by 
Illič-Svityč and Dolgopolsky (see below for details). Moreover, this new 
interpretation opened new possibilities for comparing Proto-Indo-European with the 
other Nostratic daughter languages, especially Proto-Kartvelian and Proto-Afrasian, 
each of which had a similar three-way contrast. The simplest and most 
straightforward assumption would be that the glottalized stops posited by 
Gamkrelidze, Hopper, and Ivanov for Proto-Indo-European would correspond to 
glottalized stops in Proto-Kartvelian and Proto-Afrasian, while the voiceless stops 
would correspond to voiceless stops and voiced stops to voiced stops. This, however, 
is quite different from the correspondences proposed by [Illié-Svityé and 
Dolgopolsky. They see the glottalized stops of Proto-Kartvelian and Proto-A frasian 
as corresponding to the traditional plain voiceless stops of Proto-Indo-European, 
while the voiceless stops in the former two branches are seen as corresponding to 
the traditional plain voiced stops of Proto-Indo-European, and, finally, the voiced 
stops to the traditional voiced aspirates of Proto-Indo-European. Illic-Svityé and 
Dolgopolsky then reconstruct the Proto-Nostratic phonological system on the model 
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of Kartvelian and Afrasian, with the three-way contrast glottalized ~ voiceless ~ 
voiced in the series of stops and affricates. 

The mistake that Illi¢-Svityé and Dolgopolsky made was in trying to equate the 
glottalized stops of Proto-Kartvelian and Proto-Afrasian with the traditional plain 
voiceless stops of Proto-Indo-European. Their reconstruction would make the 
glottalized stops the least marked members in the Proto-Nostratic bilabial series and 
the most marked in the velar series. Such a reconstruction is thus in contradiction to 
typological evidence, according to which glottalized stops uniformly have the 
opposite frequency distribution (most marked in the bilabial series and least marked 
in the velar series [for details, cf. Gamkrelidze 1978]). The reason that Illi¢-Svityé’s 
and Dolgopolsky's reconstruction contradicts the typological evidence is as follows: 
Illié-Svityé and Dolgopolsky posit glottalics for Proto-Nostratic based upon a small 
number of seemingly solid examples in which glottalics in Proto-Afrasian and/or 
Proto-Kartvelian appear to correspond to traditional plain voiceless stops in Proto- 
Indo-European. Based upon these examples, they assume that, whenever there is a 
voiceless stop in the Proto-Indo-European examples they cite, a glottalic is to be 
reconstructed for Proto-Nostratic, even when there are no glottalics in the 
corresponding Kartvelian and Afrasian forms! This means that the Proto-Nostratic 
glottalics have the same frequency distribution as the Proto-Indo-European plain 
voiceless stops. Clearly, this cannot be correct. The main consequence of the 
mistaken comparison of the glottalized stops of Proto-Kartvelian and Proto-Afrasian 
with the traditional plain voiceless stops of Proto-Indo-European is that Illic-Svityé 
and Dolgopolsky are led to posit forms for Proto-Nostratic based upon theoretical 
considerations but for which there is absolutely no evidence in any of the daughter 
languages. The following examples illustrate the ad hoc nature of these 
reconstructions: 


1. Dolgopolsky (1998:17) reconstructs a second singular personal pronoun *fii > 
*fi ‘thou’, with an initial glottalized dental, based upon data from Indo- 
European, Afrasian, Uralic, and Mongolian. When one looks at the attested 
forms in the daughter languages, one cannot find a single form anywhere that 
begins with a glottalized consonant. Indeed, in natural languages having glottal- 
ized consonants, these sounds tend to be underrepresented in pronoun stems 
and inflectional affixes. What, then, is the basis for the reconstruction *t7? — 
nothing more than an ad hoc rule set up by Illié-Svityé. 

2. Dolgopolsky (1998:17) also reconstructs an interrogative stem *ko- ‘who?’ (see 
also Illi¢-Svityé 1971—1984.1:355— 356, no. 232, *Ko ‘who’). As in the pre- 
ceding example, there is no evidence in any of the Nostratic daughter languages 
to support the reconstruction of an initial glottalized velar here. 


Do these criticisms completely invalidate the cognate sets proposed by Illic-Svityé 
and Dolgopolsky in which glottalics in Kartvelian and Afrasian appear to 
correspond to plain voiceless stops in Indo-European? Well, no, not exactly — it is 
not quite that simple. In some cases, the etymologies are correct, but the Proto- 
Nostratic reconstructions are wrong. This applies to the examples cited above — for 
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the second person personal pronoun, I would reconstruct Proto-Nostratic */^i, and, 
in place of *ko- ‘who?’, I would reconstruct Proto-Nostratic *&"^g-. Other examples 
adduced by Illi¢-Svityé and Dolgopolsky admit alternative explanations, while still 
others are questionable from a semantic point of view and should be abandoned. 
Once the questionable examples are removed, there is an extremely small number 
(no more than a handful) left over that appear to support their position. However, 
compared to the massive counter-evidence in which glottalized stops in Kartvelian 
and Afrasian correspond to similar sounds (the traditional plain voiced stops) in 
Proto-Indo-European, even these residual examples become suspect (they may be 
borrowings or simply false cognates). Finally, there are even some examples where 
Dolgopolsky's and Illič-Svityč’s comparison of glottalized stops in Proto-Kartvelian 
and Proto-Afrasian with plain voiceless stops in Proto-Indo-European is correct. 
This occurs in the cases where two glottalics originally appeared in a Proto- 
Nostratic root: *C’VC’-. Such roots are preserved without change in Proto- 
Kartvelian and Proto-Afrasian, while in Proto-Indo-European, they have been 
subject to a rule of regressive deglottalization: *C'VC - > *CVC -. 

Another major shortcoming is in Illié-Svity&'s reconstruction of the Proto- 
Nostratic vowel system, which, according to him, is essentially that of modern 
Finnish. It simply stretches credibility beyond reasonable bounds to assume that the 
Proto-Nostratic vowel system could have been preserved unchanged in Finnish, 
especially considering the many millennia that must have passed between the 
dissolution of the Nostratic parent language and the emergence of Finnish 
(Serebrennikov 1986:75 makes the same point) No doubt, this erroneous 
reconstruction came about as a result of Illi-Svity&'s failure to deal with the 
question of subgrouping. The Uralic-Yukaghir phylum, of which Finnish is a 
member, belongs to the Eurasiatic branch of Nostratic. Now, Eurasiatic is several 
millennia younger than Afrasian, which appears to be the oldest branch of the 
Nostratic macrofamily. Therefore, Afrasian must play a key role in the 
reconstruction of the Proto-Nostratic vowel system, and the Uralic-Yukaghir vowel 
system must be considered a later development that cannot possibly represent the 
original state of affairs. 

In closing, we may note that Alexis Manaster Ramer (1997:94—96) arrived at 
the same conclusions reached here regarding the need to reexamine the Nostratic 
sound correspondences proposed by Illic-Svityé (and, by implication, Dolgopolsky 
as well) in light of typological considerations. Specifically, he writes: 


6.1. Finally, quite recently, I decided to see what would happen if one counted 
up the occurrences of the different stops (voiceless vs. voiced vs. glottalized as 
well as labial vs. coronal vs. velar) reconstructed for Nostratic by Illich-Svitych. 
I only performed the experiment on root-initial stops, with the following results: 
(they are given as approximations because there is a problem arriving at exact 
figures given that there [are] some cases where it is difficult to tell whether one 
is dealing with a single Nostratic form or two, or whether a particular form 
should begin with this or that stop): 


A CRITICAL REVIEW OF VOLS. 1 & 2 OFILLIC-SVITYC'S NOSTRATIC DICTIONARY 5 


*b 50+ *d 20+ *g 40+ 
*p 15+ *t 15+ *k 50+ 
*p 40+ *P 30+ *k' 60+ 


The first observation (see Manaster Ramer in press a) was that ... the 
relative frequencies of the three phonation types (voiced, voiceless, glottalized) 
posited for Proto-Nostratic stops, as reflected in the sets of cognates compiled 
by Illich-Svitych, seem to be inconsistent with typological predictions. 
Specifically, at least in initial position, the series of stops reconstructed as 
glottalized is much more frequent at all points of articulation than the series 
reconstructed as (plain) voiceless. 

Since one expects glottalized stops to be more marked and hence less 
frequent than plain voiceless, in particular, something was amiss. However, just 
as in the case of the clusters and affricates discussed above, the solution turned 
out to be quite simple. Given the markedness considerations, I would suggest 
that the “glottalized” series was actually plain voiceless in Proto-Nostratic, 
while the “voiceless” series represented some more marked phonation type, 
glottalized or perhaps aspirated. This is consistent with the fact that the 
Nostratic series Illich-Svitych wrote as “glottalized” is in fact realized as 
glottalized only in parts of Afro-Asiatic and in Kartvelian, and in the latter it is 
easy to imagine that this could be a contact-induced development. 

This reinterpretation of Nostratic ... naturally calls to mind the glottalic 
theory of Indo-European. As it happens, the stop series reconstructed by Illich- 
Svitych as plain voiceless and by me as glottalized (or aspirated) comes out in 
Proto-Indo-European as that series of stops which is traditionally reconstructed 
as voiced (media) but which many scholars have recently interpreted as 


glottalized. 

Nostratic Nostratic Indo-European Indo-European 
(Illich-Svitych) (Manaster Ramer) (Traditional) (Glottalic) 

*t *t (or *th) *d Ke 

*p *t *t *t 

*d *d *dh *d 


Totally unexpectedly, typological considerations provide us with 
arguments for reinterpreting the Nostratic stop series in a way that fits quite 
well with the glottalic theory of Indo-European. Of course, there is no reason in 
general to expect the phonetics of related languages and proto-languages to 
agree in this way, and such a convergence cannot be regarded as a criterion or 
an argument for relatedness among languages, since that would entail the 
"misuse of similarity" which Hamp (1992) cautions against. But it is not an 
unwelcome development when it occurs. 


Now, there is another rather troublesome problem that must be addressed. To this 
day, more than half a century after it first appeared, the work on Nostratic by Illič- 
Svityé and, to a lesser extent, Dolgopolsky are seen as a source of national pride in 
Russia, so much so that some non-Russian scholars have compared the adulation 
that their work has received to a "cult". Any attempt to criticize or even 
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modify/correct the work of Illié-Svityó is, more often than not, met with ill- 
tempered, gratuitous, and irrational outbursts by some Russian scholars — “defend 
at any cost". Needless to say, this attitude tends to stifle progress in the study of 
distant-linguistic relationships among the languages/language families involved. At 
the same time, the defects in the work of Illic-Svityé (and Dolgopolsky) have been 
recognized by non-Russian (and even some Russian) scholars from the very 
beginning and have been repeated over and over again in the relevant literature 
almost ad nauseum. Russian scholars have every right to be proud of the 
unquestionably impressive accomplishments of Illic-Svityé, but, surely, the time is 
long past for a level of objectivity, civility, and honesty that will lead to genuine 
advancements in the field. 


CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION 


I will use the same scale here that I used in my review of Dolgopolsky’s Nostratic 
Dictionary: 


Strong: This is a solid etymology, without major problems. 

Possible: This is a plausible etymology, but there are problem areas. Quite 
often, one of the putative cognates in the daughter languages (at 
the macro level, not individual cited forms) does not belong or is 
questionable, while the remaining cognates do, indeed, fit together 
quite well. There may also be minor problems with the semantics 
or with the phonology, but these can usually be explained in terms 
of widely-attested semantic shifts or phonological processes. 

Weak: There are major problems with this etymology, usually either with 
the semantics or the phonology or with the quality or quantity of 
the supporting material from the daughter languages. Nonetheless, 
this etymology is not to be rejected outright. Typically, there are 
parts that can be salvaged, though the etymology cannot stand as 
written. 

Rejected: There are so many problems with this etymology that it must be 
fully disqualified. Some of these etymologies may involve 
borrowings. 


Each entry has been evaluated exclusively in terms of the material cited from the 
daughter languages to determine the extent to which viable comparisons were 
proposed, that is to say, whether they had a chance of being true cognates or 
whether they were merely specious. Moreover, the validity of the reconstructed 
forms posited by IllicC-Svityé was also evaluated. Finally, the etymologies were 
further judged both in terms of the sound correspondences proposed by Illič-Svityč 
(and extracted and formatted into tables by Vladimir Dybo) and the alternative set 
proposed by Allan R. Bomhard (Chapter 12, §12.6, table of sound correspondences). 
As noted above, some of the sound laws proposed by Illié-Svityé are simply wrong. 
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In evaluating the individual etymologies, the vowels were given as much 
weight as the consonants. If there was not a perfect or nearly perfect match in both, 
or if Illi¢-Svityé failed to give a convincing explanation for exceptions to the 
expected correspondences, the etymology was rejected, even if the semantics were 
solid. In like manner, even though the correspondences may have been flawless, an 
etymology was rejected or evaluated as “weak” if the semantics were not perfect or 
nearly perfect. In spite of all of these conditions, whenever there were uncertainties, 
Illié-Svityé was always given the benefit of the doubt. I also tried to be mindful that 
Illié-Svityé based his proposals on the best material that was available to him at the 
time. Needless to say, there have been many advances since then in each of the 
languages/language families which Illic-Svityé included in his version of Nostratic. 
Newer works are cited in this review where appropriate. 

Finally, reviews of Illic-Svity&'s work prepared by other scholars have also 
been consulted. 


ILLIC-SVITYC'S NOSTRATIC DICTIONARY: VOLUME 1 


Illič-Svityč’s transcription has been retained (note: Illié-Svityc uses the symbol /A/ 
to indicate a vowel of indeterminate quality). I have mostly used Mark Kaiser's 
English translations from the original Russian, though, in several cases, I have used 
my own translations instead. Where they exist, I provide references to the 
alternative Nostratic etymologies I have proposed in my 2021 book (referred to by 
the entry number) but not to those proposed by Dolgopolsky, unless relevant to the 
discussion, inasmuch as he and Illic-Svityé follow essentially the same system and 
inasmuch as I have already evaluated Dolgopolsky's work. Finally, I have retained 
the older term *Hamito-Semitic" as the translation for *ceuuroxauurckuit" when 
citing Illió-Svity&'s work since this is the term he preferred. Elsewhere, I use 
“Afrasian” (= “Afroasiatic”) in this review. 


l1. (?) *baHli ‘wound, pain’: Indo-European *bhehl- ‘wound, pain’ ~ Altaic [*bali 
‘wound’ ]: Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. According to Bomhard (no. 69), the Proto-Indo-European form is to be 
reconstructed as *břol-/*bhl- ‘(adj.) worn out, weak; (n.) misfortune, 
calamity’ based upon all of the related forms from the Indo-European 
daughter languages (note: no medial laryngeal is reconstructed in any of the 
standard etymological dictionaries for either the Indo-European parent 
language or for any of the daughter languages). 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:345) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *hialéa (= 
*bial’éa) ‘harm, wound’. 


Bomhard (no. 69) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Yukaghir, and Altaic: 


ALLAN R. BOMHARD 


Proto-Nostratic root *bul- (— *bol-): 

(vb.) *bul- *to crush, to grind, to weaken, to wear down; to become worn out, 
weak, tired, old’; 

(n.) *bul-a ‘that which is worn out, weak, tired: weakness, decline, decay, wear, 
etc.; (adj.) worn out, weak, tired, old’ 


*baHa ‘to tie to’: Kartvelian *b- ‘to tie to, to hang’ ~ Altaic *ba- ‘to tie to’. 
Strong. 


Bomhard (no. 2) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Kartvelian, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *baf- (~ *ba§-): 
(vb.) *baf- ‘to tie, to bind; to attach, to fasten’; 
(n.) *bat-a ‘tie, bond, bandage, fastening’ 


*baKa ‘to look’: Hamito-Semitic *bg- ‘to look’ ~ Altaic *baka- ‘to look’. 
Strong. 


Comments: 

1. The meaning in Afrasian is more ‘to look at, to look over, to examine’. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:323) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *baka ‘to 
look, to watch’. 

3. Not in Bomhard (2021). 


*bal{/u/ ‘to swallow’: Hamito-Semitic *b/£ ‘to swallow’ ~ Altaic *balgu- 
/*bilgu ‘to swallow; throat’. Strong. 


Comments: 

1. A laryngeal (/$/) should not be reconstructed in the Proto-Nostratic form. 
Proto-Afrasian */€/ does not correspond to Proto-Altaic */g/. 

2. The Chara (Hapa) (North Omotic) form (borka) included by Illic-Svityé 
does not belong here. 

3. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:344) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *bialge 
‘throat; to swallow’. 


Bomhard (no. 20) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Uralic, Altaic, and (possibly) Chukchi- 
Kamchatkan: 


Proto-Nostratic root *bal- (~ *bal-): 
(vb.) *bal- ‘to bite, to eat’; 
(n.) *bal-a ‘bite, morsel’ 


5. 
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*balga ‘to flash, to sparkle’: Hamito-Semitic *brq ‘flash, lightning’ ~ 
Kartvelian *bercq- ‘to flash, to sparkle’ ~ Indo-European *bhelg-/*bhleg- ‘to 
flash, to sparkle’ ~ Altaic [*balka- ‘to shine, to sparkle’]. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. This etymology cannot stand as written and, therefore, must be disqualified. 
Illič-Svityč has confused two separate, unrelated Proto-Nostratic stems 
here. Each is a solid Nostratic etymology in its own right, but they do not 
belong together. 

2. There is no basis whatsoever for reconstructing Proto-Nostratic*/g/, even 
within the context of the evidence supplied by Illié-Svityé. This violates 
Illié-Svity&'s own sound correspondences: Proto-Afrasian */q/ does not 
correspond to Proto-Kartvelian */c/ nor to Proto-Indo-European */g/. 


Bomhard (no. 21) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms for the first 
etymology based upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, and 
Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *bal- (~ *bal-): 
(vb.) *bal- ‘to shine, to be bright’; 
(n.) *bal-a ‘glitter, gleam, brightness’ 


Bomhard (no. 33) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms for the 
second etymology based upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo- 
European, and Kartvelian: 


Proto-Nostratic root *bar- (~ *bar-): 
(vb.) *bar- ‘to shine, to be bright, to sparkle, to flash’; 
(n.) *bar-a ‘light, brightness; lightning’ 


(?) *bala ‘blind’: Hamito-Semitic *b// ‘blind’ ~ Altaic *bala ‘blind’. Strong. 


Bomhard (no. 18) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Indo-European, Altaic, and Chukchi-Kamchatkan: 


Proto-Nostratic root *bal- (~ *bal-): 


(vb.) *bal- ‘to be or become dark, obscure, blind’; 
(n.) *bal-a ‘darkness, obscurity, blindness’; (adj.) ‘dark, obscure, blind’ 


*bara ‘big, good’: Indo-European *bher- ‘big, good’ ~ Uralic *para ‘good’ ~ 
Dravidian [*par- ‘big’] ~ Altaic [*bara ‘much/many’ ]. Possible. 


Comment: The Dravidian and Altaic forms should be removed. 
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Bomhard (no. 34) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Indo-European, and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *bar- (~ *bar-): 
(vb.) *bar- ‘to be kind, charitable, beneficent; to do good’; 
(n.) *bar-a ‘goodness, kindness’; (adj.) ‘good, kind, beneficent’ 


*bari ‘to take’: Hamito-Semitic *br- ‘to catch, to grab’ ~ Indo-European *bher- 
‘to take, to bring, to carry’ ~ (?) Dravidian *per- ‘to pick up, to gather’ ~ Altaic 
*bari- ‘to take into the hands’. Possible. 


Comments: 


l. 


2: 


The Dravidian and Indo-European forms included by Illič-Svityč should be 
removed. 
Better Dravidian forms to compare here are: 


Tamil parru (parri-) *(vb.) to grasp, to seize, to catch, to hold, to adhere to, 
to touch, to comprehend; to hold (as color), to be kindled, to have effect (as 
drugs), to stick, to become joined to or welded to (as metals soldered), to 
be fitting, to be sufficient; (n.) grasp, seizure, acceptance, adherence, 
affection, friendship, affinity, solder, paste’, parram ‘grasping’; 
Malayalam parru ‘adhesion, close relation, friendship’, parruka ‘to stick to, 
to adhere, to catch, to suit, to fit, to take effect (as fire), to get, to seize’; 
Kota pat- (pac-) ‘to catch, to seize, to hold, to hold out, to be obstinate, to 
resolve, to catch (fire), to suit, to please’; Kannada pattu ‘(vb.) to seize, to 
catch, to hold, to take hold of; to be held or contained, to stick to; (n.) hold, 
seizure, firm grasp, persistence, resolution, obstinacy, habit, coherence’; 
Tulu pattuni ‘to hold, to catch; to adhere, to stick, to be joined’; Telugu 
pattu ‘(vb.) to hold, to catch, to seize, to take hold of, to restrain, to receive; 
to be required (days, money), to be contained; (n.) hold, grasp, seizure, a 
wrestler’s hold, perseverance, obstinacy, diligence’; Parji patt- ‘to take 
hold of, to buy’; Gadba (Ollari) pat- ‘to take hold of, to catch, to buy, 
(Salur) patt- ‘to take hold of, to catch’. 


It is better to derive Proto-Indo-European *břer-/*bħor-/*bhr- ‘to bear, to 
carry; to bring forth, to bear children’, *b^ernos/*b^ornos ‘son, child’ from 
the following Proto-Nostratic forms (cf. Bomhard, no. 30): 


Proto-Nostratic root *bar- (~ *bar-): 
(vb.) *bar- ‘to bear children, to give birth’; 
(n.) *bar-a ‘child’ 


Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:328) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *bára 
*goods; to possess, to earn'. It appears to me that they have combined two 
separate stems in their etymology: (1) Proto-Altaic *bára ‘to increase; 


11. 


12. 
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many, capacious’ (> Proto-Tungus *bara- ‘to increase; many, capacious’) 
and (2) Proto-Altaic *bari- ‘to take, to hold’ (> Proto-Mongolian *bari- ‘to 
take, to hold’; Proto-Turkic *bar ‘there is, there are; existence, goods’). 
The overlapping meanings found among some of the forms in the various 
Altaic daughter languages leads me to suspect that there may have been 
lexical diffusion involved here. 


Bomhard (no. 31) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon 
evidence from A frasian, Dravidian (see above), and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *bar- (~ *bar-): 
(vb.) *bar- ‘to take or seize hold of, to grasp’; 
(n.) *bar-a ‘hold, grasp, seizure’ 


*berg/i/ ‘high’: Hamito-Semitic *brg ‘high’ ~ (?) Kartvelian *brg-e ‘high’ ~ 
Indo-European *bhergh-/*bhregh- ‘high’ ~ Uralic [*p/e/r/-ka/ ‘high’] ~ (?) 
Dravidian *per- ‘high’. Possible. 


Comment: The Uralic form included by Illic-Svityé should be removed. 


Bomhard (no. 49) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Kartvelian, and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic root *bir- (~ *ber-): 

(vb.) *bir- ‘to swell, to rise, to grow’; 

(n.) *bir-a ‘largeness, greatness, height, tallness’; (adj.) ‘big, large, great, tall’ 
Extended form: 

(vb.) *bir-V-g- ‘to be high’; 

(n.) *bir-g-a ‘height, high place’; (adj.) ‘high, tall, lofty’ 


Note: The unextended stem is found in Dravidian. 


. (?) *be/rH/u ‘to give’: Hamito-Semitic [*br/H/ ‘to give’] ~ Altaic [*berü- ‘to 


give’ ]. Rejected. 


Comment: Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:353) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*bior[é] ‘to give; to take, to collect’. 


[Descriptive] *biCa ‘small’: Uralic [*piCa ‘small’] ~ Dravidian *pic-/*picc- 
‘small, short? ~ Altaic *bica ‘small’. Rejected. 


*bica ‘to break’: Hamito-Semitic *bs-/*bd- ‘to break, to smash, to press’ ~ 
Kartvelian *bi¢- ‘to break, to crumble’ ~ Indo-European *peis- ‘to smash, to 
crush, to press’ ~ Dravidian *pic- ‘to smash, to shell, to knead’. Weak. 
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Comments: 

1. The Proto-Indo-European form should be removed. It violates Illic- 
Svity&s own sound correspondences: Proto-Indo-European */p/ is not 
derived from Proto-Nostratic */b/, and it never corresponds either to Proto- 
Kartvelian */b/ or to Proto-Afrasian */b/. 

2. According to Klimov (1998:14) and Fáhnrich—Sardshweladse (1995:54), 
the Proto-Kartvelian form is to be reconstructed as *bec-/*bic- ‘to break, to 
crumble’. 


. *bilwi ‘cloud’: Hamito-Semitic *bj/ ‘heavenly waters, cloud’ ~ Uralic *pilwe 


‘cloud’ ~ Altaic [*buli-t ‘cloud’ ]. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. This is another case where Illi¢-Svityé violates his own sound 
correspondences — the Uralic and Altaic vowels do not correspond. 

2. The Afrasian material cited by Illié-Svityó does not form a coherent 
Afrasian etymology. 


[Descriptive] *bil’a ‘to scream’: Kartvelian *bir- ‘to sing’? ~ Indo-European 
*bhel- ‘to talk, to roar’ ~ Dravidian *pi/a- ‘to scream’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. The sound correspondences do not work — Proto-Kartvelian */r/ does not 
correspond to either Proto-Indo-European */l/ or Proto-Dravidian */l/. 

2. Proto-Indo-European */e/ does not correspond to either Proto-Kartvelian 
*/i/ or Proto-Dravidian */i/ here. 

3. The semantics are weak. Moreover, the label “descriptive” [qeckpunr.] is 
inappropriate. 


*bok/a/ ‘to flee’: Indo-European *bheug-/*bheg"- ‘to flee’ ~ Uralic *pok-ta-, 
*poke- ‘to flee’. Rejected. 

Comment: The semantics are good, but the sound correspondences are not valid. 
Proto-Indo-European */g/ and */g¥/ do not go back to Proto-Nostratic */k/. 
Moreover, Proto-Nostratic */o/ does not become either */eu/ or */e/ in Proto- 
Indo-European. 


. *bolri ‘to grow (of plants)’: Hamito-Semitic *?b/ ‘leaf, growing plant’ ~ Indo- 


European *bhelh-/*bhleh- ‘a plant, leaf, flower’ ~ Dravidian [*poli- ‘to grow, 
to bloom’]. Strong. 


Comments: 

1. The Afrasian evidence indicates that the Proto-Nostratic laryngeal was */y/ 
and not *//. 

2. Better Afrasian forms to compare are: 
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Proto-Afrasian *bul-Vy- ‘to grow, to mature’: Proto-Semitic *bal-ay- ‘to 
ripen, to mature, to attain puberty’ > Arabic balaga ‘to reach, to arrive, to 
come, to attain puberty, to ripen, to mature’; Harsüsi belog ‘to arrive’, 
béleg ‘to reach puberty, to be fully grown’; Mehri bélag ‘to reach maturity, 
puberty’, bóleg ‘grown up, adult’; Sheri / Jibbali bélag ‘to reach puberty’. 


3. According to Bomhard (no. 65), the following Indo-European forms are to 
be compared here: 


Proto-Indo-European *b/ulfh-/*b'olfh-, *bhloff- > *b'lo- (later also 
*bhle-) ‘to blossom, to sprout’: Greek @vAAov ‘leaf’; Latin folium ‘leaf’, 
flos ‘a flower, blossom’; Old Irish blath ‘flower’; Gothic bloma ‘flower’; 
Old Icelandic b/óm ‘bloom, blossom, flower’, blad ‘leaf of a plant’; Old 
English b/owan ‘to bloom, to flower’, bled ‘shoot, branch, fruit, flower’, 
bled ‘leaf, blade’, blostma ‘blossom, flower’; Old West Frisian blam 
‘flower, bloom’; Old Saxon blomo ‘flower, bloom’, bloian ‘to bloom’, 
blad ‘leaf, blade’; Dutch bloeien ‘to bloom’; Old High German bluoen, 
bluojan ‘to bloom’ (New High German blühen), bluomo ‘flower, blossom’ 
(New High German Blume), bluot ‘flower, blossom, bloom’ (New High 
German Bliite), blat ‘leaf, blade’ (New High German Blatt); Tocharian A 
pált, B pilta ‘leaf’. 


Bomhard (no. 65) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, Yukaghir, Altaic, and 
Eskimo-Aleut: 


Proto-Nostratic root *bul- (~ *bol-): 

Extended form: 

(vb.) *bul-V-y- ‘to ripen, to blossom, to bloom, to sprout, to mature’; 

(n.) *bul-y-a ‘increase, growth, ripening, maturity, prosperity, blossoming’ 

Derivative of: 

(vb.) *bul- ‘to swell, to expand, to spread out, to overflow; to puff up, to 
inflate’; 

(n.) *bul-a ‘large quantity or amount; expansion, spread, inflation; puff, blow’ 


[Descriptive] *bongd ‘fat; to swell’: Indo-European *bhengh- ‘fat, thick’ ~ 
Uralic *punka/*ponka ‘fat, swelling’ ~ Dravidian *ponk- ‘to swell, to boil over 
~ (?) Altaic [*boya ‘fat, big’]. Strong. 


Bomhard (no. 70) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, Uralic, Altaic, and Eskimo: 


Proto-Nostratic root *bun- (~ *bon-): 
(vb.) *bun- ‘to puff up, to inflate, to expand, to swell’; 
(n.) *bun-a ‘rounded protuberance, swelling, lump, hump, growth’ 
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Extended form: 

(vb.) *bun-V-g- ‘to swell, to increase, to expand’; 
(n.) *bun-g-a ‘swelling’; (adj.) ‘swollen, fat, thick’ 
Derivative: 

(vb.) *bun- ‘to flow, to overflow’; 

(n.) *bun-a ‘flow, flood’ 


. *bor'a ‘brown, grey-brown’: Indo-European *bher-, *bhe-bhru-, *bhreu- 


‘brown’ ~ Altaic *bor'a ‘brown’. Strong. 


Comments: 


l. 


The Proto-Indo-European cognates should be reconstructed as follows: 
*bhor-, *bħru- (secondary e-grade form: *b/er- [in the Germanic words for 
‘bear’; lengthened-grade */e/ in the Lithuanian word for ‘brown’, béras]) 
‘brown’ (< ‘dark-colored’), (reduplicated) *b^e-b^ru-. 
Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:376) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *borV (= 
*borYV) ‘gray’. 


Bomhard (no. 56) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Indo-European, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic *bory-a ‘(n.) a dark color; (adj.) dark, dark-colored. 


*buHi ‘to grow up, to arise’: Indo-European *bheuH- ‘to grow up; to become, 
to be’ ~ Uralic *puye ‘tree’ ~ Altaic *büi- ‘to be’. Strong. 


Comments: 

1. The laryngeal reconstructed by Illi¢-Svityé is actually an extension and is 
not part of the root. 

2. According to Rédei (1986—1988:410—411), the Proto-Uralic form is to 
be reconstructed as *puwe ‘tree, wood’, while Sammallahti (1988:539) 
reconstructs Proto-Uralic *pu/o/dxi/i ‘tree’, Proto-Finno-Ugrian *puxi. 

3. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:342) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *biju ‘to 


be, to sit’. 


Bomhard (no. 81) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Elamite, Indo-European, Uralic, Yukaghir, 
and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *buw- (~ *bow-): 
(vb.) *buw- ‘to become, to arise, to come into being, to grow’; 
(n.) *buw-a ‘growth, fullness, prosperity; blossom, bloom’ 
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20. *bula ‘precipitation; mud’: Hamito-Semitic *b(w)/ ‘to moisten, to dampen; to 


21. 


mix’ ~ (?) Indo-European *bAl-endh- ‘turbid; to mix’ ~ Altaic *bula ‘mud; to 
stir up, to mix’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Illié-Svityé has confused two different stems here. The Afrasian forms 
meaning ‘to moisten, to dampen’ should be removed from this etymology, 
while those meaning “to mix, to mix up, to confuse’ should be included. 
The forms meaning ‘to moisten, to dampen’ are to be derived from the 
following Proto-Nostratic forms (cf. Bomhard, no. 19): 


Proto-Nostratic root *bal- (~ *bal-): 
(vb.) *bal- ‘to well up, to surge, to overflow, to pour over’; 
(n.) *bal-a ‘outpour, downpour, surge, flow’ 


2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:381—382) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*buli ‘to stir, to shake, to smear’. They do not include forms meaning ‘mud’ 
in their etymology. They (2003:283—284) also reconstruct a separate stem 
(*biila) meaning ‘confusion, fright’. 

3. The Proto-Indo-European cognate is to be reconstructed as follows: 
*bhl-en-dh-/*bhl-on-d*-/*bhl-n-dř- ‘to mix, to blend, to stir, to confuse’. 


Bomhard (no. 67) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Indo-European, Yukaghir, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *bul- (~ *bol-): 

(vb.) *bul- ‘to mix, to mix up, to confuse’; 

(n.) *bul-a ‘mixture, confusion, turbidity, blur’ 

Derivative: 

(n.) *bul-a ‘that which is dark, dark colored; that which has mixed colors, that 
which is spotted’ 


*bura ‘to bore’: Hamito-Semitic *b(w)r ‘to bore, to dig; opening’ ~ (?) 
Kartvelian [*br(u)- ‘to turn'] ~ Indo-European *bher- ‘to bore, to dig, to prick’ 
~ Uralic *pura ‘instrument for boring; to bore, to hollow, to dig’ ~ (?) 
Dravidian *por- ‘opening’ ~ Altaic [*bura- ‘to turn, to bore’]. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Iam rating this etymology as “possible” rather than “strong” because of 
the faulty Dravidian and Kartvelian evidence cited by Illic-Svityc. To his 
credit, he puts a question mark before the material in question. 

2. The Dravidian forms cited by Illi¢-Svityé should be removed and replaced 
with the following: 
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Tulu burma, burmu ‘a gimlet’, perepini ‘to bore, to perforate’, perevuni ‘to 
be bored, perforated’, berpuri ‘a borer’; Tamil purai ‘tubular hollow, tube, 
pipe, windpipe’. 


3. The Proto-Kartvelian form should be removed. Instead, it is goes better 
with the following Proto-Nostratic forms (cf. Bomhard, no. 72), of which 
the Proto-Nostratic forms meanings ‘to bore, to pierce’ are derivatives: 


Proto-Nostratic root *bur- (~ *bor-): 

(vb.) *bur- ‘to twist, to turn’; 

(n.) *bur-a ‘twist, turn’ 

Derivatives: 

(vb.) *bur- ‘to fight, to wrangle (over), to quarrel, to wrestle’; 
(n.) *bur-a ‘fight, dispute, quarrel, battle, struggle’ 

(vb.) *bur- ‘to bore, to pierce’; 

(n.) *bur-a ‘gimlet, borer, auger’ 


Bomhard (no. 74) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, Uralic, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *bur- (~ *bor-): 
(vb.) *bur- ‘to bore, to pierce’; 

(n.) *bur-a ‘gimlet, borer, auger’ 
Derivative of: 

(vb.) *bur- ‘to twist, to turn’; 

(n.) *bur-a “twist, turn’ 


*bur(H)a/*bor(H)a ‘porous soil, dust: Hamito-Semitic *b(w)r/*b(w)rH 
‘porous soil, soil, sand, dust’ ~ (?) Kartvelian *buryw- ‘dust’ ~ Uralic *pora 
‘dust, sand, dirt? ~ Dravidian *pura/*pora ‘porous soil, sand, dust’? ~ Altaic 
*bor, *b/ü/r ‘porous soil, limestone, dust’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Klimov (1964 and 1998) does not list the Proto-Kartvelian form cited by 
Illié-Svityé. Instead, he lists (1998:126) Proto-Kartvelian *mtwer- ‘dust, 
whirlwind of dust’, which is clearly not related to the forms under 
discussion here. Likewise, the form in question is not listed in either 
Fahnrich—Sardshweladse (1995) or Fahnrich (2007). 

2. Icould not find Proto-Uralic *pora ‘dust, sand, dirt’ in Rédei (1986—1988) 
or Sammallahti (1988). Collinder (1955:50 and 1977:68), on the other hand, 
lists the following: Finnish poro ‘hot ashes; coarse dust, rubble’ | [(?) 
Ostyak per, pdr ‘ashes’ || Kamassian piire ‘sand, bed of sand’ | Koibal prja 
| Motor hura]. (Descriptive words ?) 

3. Proto-Dravidian */r/ points to Proto-Nostratic */rY/. 
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Dolgopolsky (2008:303—304, no. 234) reconstructs Proto-Nostratic 
*bóri[y]U ‘loose earth, dust, (?) sand’. 

According to Bomhard (no. 75), some of the forms cited by Illié-Svityé 
here are to be included in the following etymology (no. 23) instead. 


23. *bura ‘snow (sand) storm’: (?) Hamito-Semitic *bwr- ‘(sand) storm, wind’ ~ 
Indo-European *bher- ‘storm; to seethe? ~ Uralic *pura- ‘whirl (of snow)’, 
*purka ‘blizzard’ ~ Altaic *bura/*bora ‘storm, blizzard’. Strong. 


24. 


Comments: 


1. 


25 


As noted above, some of the forms cited by Illié-Svityé in the preceding 
etymology (no. 22) belong here. 

Bomhard (no. 75) reconstructs Proto-Indo-European *b^ur-/*b^r- to move 
rapidly, to rage, to palpitate, to quiver’: 


Proto-Indo-European *břur-/*bhr- ‘to move rapidly, to rage, to quiver, to 
palpitate’: Sanskrit bhuráti ‘to move rapidly, to stir, to palpitate, to quiver, 
to struggle (in swimming)’, bhurváni-h ‘restless, excited’; Greek qUpo ‘to 
mix’; Latin furo ‘to rage’; Old Icelandic byrr ‘fair wind’; Old English byre 
‘strong wind, storm’; East Frisian bur ‘wind’; Middle High German burren 
‘to rush, to roar, to whirr'; Armenian burn ‘violence’; Old Church Slavic 
burja ‘storm’. 


The Proto-Indo-European forms meaning ‘to seethe’ or the like (*b^erw- 
/*bhorw-/*bhrw-, *bhrew-[l*bhrow-l*bhru- ‘to boil, to bubble up, to seethe’) 
do not belong here. Rather, they belong with the following etymology (no. 
24). 

Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:375—376) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*boru (~ -a, -o) ‘dust, smoke, whirlwind’. 


Bomhard (no. 75) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, Uralic, Altaic, and Eskimo: 


Proto-Nostratic root *bur- (~ *bor-): 
(vb.) *bur- ‘to blow, to blow about, to whirl, to rage’; 
(n.) *bur-a ‘storm, whirl, rage’ 


(Descriptive) *bur'a ‘to boil, to bubble up’: Hamito-Semitic *br- ‘to boil’ ~ 
Indo-European *bhreu- ‘to boil, to bubble up’ ~ Uralic *pura-/*pora- ‘to boil, 
to gurgle’ ~ Dravidian [*pur- ‘to boil’]. Strong. 


Comment: We would expect Proto-Uralic *7 (= */ry/) here. 
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As a complement to Illié-Svity&'s etymology, Bomhard (no. 26) reconstructs 
the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from Afrasian, 
Dravidian, Indo-European, and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *bar- (~ *bar-): 

(vb.) *bar- ‘to swell, to puff up, to expand’; 

(n.) *bar-a ‘swelling, bulge, increase’ 

Derivatives: 

(vb.) *bar- ‘to bristle (up), to stand on end’; 

(n.) *bar-a ‘bristle, point, spike’ 

(vb.) bar- ‘to blow’; 

(n.) * bar-a ‘wind’ 

(vb.) *bar- ‘to be thick, bushy, shaggy; to be coarse, rough, harsh’ 

(n.) *bar-a ‘roughness, coarseness, harshness; thickness, shagginess’; (adj.) 
‘rough, harsh, coarse; thick, shaggy, bushy’ 


*büKa ‘to bend; bent’: Indo-European *bheug-/*bheugh- ‘to bend’ ~ Altaic 
*bóká- ‘to bend; bent’. Rejected. 


Comment: Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:360—361) reconstruct Proto- 
Altaic *biuk? (= *biuk^t) ‘to bow, to bend’. Proto-Altaic */k‘/ (= */kh/) does not 
correspond to either Proto-Indo-European */g/ or */gh/. 


*büri ‘to cover’: Kartvelian *bur- ‘to cover, to darken’ ~ Dravidian *pür- ‘to 
cover, to bury’ ~ Altaic *biiri- ‘to cover’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:385—386) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
* büri (~ -iū, -e) ‘to cover, to shade’. 

2. Klimov (1964:55 and 1998:20) reconstructs Proto-Kartvelian *bur- ‘to 
muffle up, to wrap up; to darken’. 

3. The Proto-Dravidian form cited by Illié-Svityé does not belong here — 
Proto-Dravidian */r/ is derived from Proto-Nostratic */rY/. A better 
comparison would be with the following Dravidian forms: 


Dravidian: Tamil por *to wear, to wrap oneself in, to cover, to envelope, to 
surround’, porvai ‘covering, wrapping, upper garment, cloak, rug’; Telugu 
poruva ‘cloth’; Malayalam porkkuka ‘to wrap, to cloak’; Kodagu porad- 
(poraduv-, porat-) ‘to dress (well)’; Kolami porkip- ‘to cover, to close’; 
Naikri porkip- ‘to cover, to close’; Gadba porege ‘loincloth’; Gondi poriya 
‘loincloth’; Konda porpa- ‘to cover the body with a garment, to put on an 
upper garment’; Pengo por- ‘to put on an upper garment, to wear round the 
shoulders’; Kuwi por- ‘to wrap around myself, to wear (cloak)’, porbi ki- 
‘to cover another’, porvu ‘a cover’; Kui porpa (port-) ‘to wrap around the 
body, to put on an upper cloth’; Manda pur- ‘to put on an upper garment’. 
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Bomhard (no. 77) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Kartvelian, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *bur- (— *bor-): 
(vb.) *bur- ‘to cover, to wrap up’; 
(n.) *bur-a ‘cover, covering? 


27. (?) *-ba suffix in the names of wild animals: Hamito-Semitic [*-b/*-ab suffix 
in the names of wild animals] ~ Indo-European *-bh- suffix in the names of 
wild animals. Rejected. 


28. *baga ‘sufficient, excessive’: Hamito-Semitic *bg ‘to be excessive’ ~ 
Kartvelian *bey- ‘to be sufficient’. Rejected. 


Comments: 
1. Lax semantics. 
2. The Afrasian evidence presented by Illic-Svityé is questionable. 


29. *balHa ‘to blow, to inflate’: Kartvelian *bér-/*bél- ‘to blow, to inflate’ ~ Indo- 
European *bhelh-/*bhelh- ‘to blow, to swell’. Possible. 


Comment: Illi¢-Svityé confuses two separate stems in Kartvelian. 


Bomhard (no. 19) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, (?) Kartvelian, Indo-European, Altaic, and Chukchi- 
Kamchatkan: 


Proto-Nostratic root *bal- (~ *bal-): 
(vb.) *bal- ‘to well up, to surge, to overflow, to pour over’; 
(n.) *bal-a ‘outpour, downpour, surge, flow’ 


30. *banta ‘to tie, to bind’: Hamito-Semitic *bnf ‘to tie, to wrap’ ~ Indo-European 
*bhendh- ‘to tie’. Weak. 


Comments: 

1. Proto-Afrasian */t/ does not correspond to Proto-Indo-European */dh/ 
(keeping Illi¢-Svityé’s transcription here). Consequently, this etymology 
cannot stand as written. 

2. Hebrew ?afinet [DIAN] ‘girdle’ is most likely a loan from Egyptian (cf. 
Klein 1987:3). 

3. Dolgopolsky (2008:280—281, no. 214) (erroneously) reconstructs Proto- 
Nostratic *baentV (— *baendV ?) ‘to tie’. 


Bomhard (no. 25) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Kartvelian, Indo-European, and Chukchi-Kamchatkan: 
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31. 


32. 


33. 


Proto-Nostratic root *ban- (~ *ban-): 

Extended form: 

(vb.) *ban-V-d- ‘to tie, bind, fasten, or twist (together)’; 
(n.) *ban-d-a ‘tie, bond’ 


Note: Only the extended form is attested in the daughter languages. 


*barKa ‘knee’: Hamito-Semitic *brk ‘knee’ ~ Kartvelian [*brg ‘knee’]. 
Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. 


*bara ‘child’: Hamito-Semitic *br- ‘child’ ~ (?) Kartvelian [*ber- ‘child’] ~ 
Indo-European *bher- ‘child’. Strong. 


Note: The Afrasian form is taken from Kaiser (1990:140). It is missing in the 
original (Illi¢-Svityé 1971—1984.1:194—195, no. 32), though it is present in 
Illié-Svity&'s earlier work (1965:361). 


Bomhard (no. 30) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Elamite, Indo-European, Yukaghir, and (?) 
Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *bar- (— *bar-): 
(vb.) *bar- ‘to bear children, to give birth’; 
(n.) *bar-a ‘child’ 


*calu ‘to split, to cut’: Hamito-Semitic *s/- ‘to split, to cut, to point’? ~ 
Kartvelian *cel- ‘to mow, to cut’? ~ Indo-European *(s)kel- ‘to split? ~ Uralic 
*sale- ‘to cut, to split ~ Dravidian cal- ‘to split, to cut’ ~ Altaic *calu- ‘to cut’. 
Possible. 


Comments: Proto-Indo-European *(s)kel- ‘to split’ must be removed. 


Bomhard (no. 305) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Kartvelian, Altaic, and Chukchi- 
Kamchatkan: 


Proto-Nostratic root *clal- (~ *clal-): 

(vb.) *c"al- ‘to cut, to split, to cleave, to break off or apart’; 
(n.) *cal-a ‘cut, crack, split; stroke, blow’ 

Derivative: 

(n.) *c"al-a ‘part, piece, chip, fragment’ 


34. 


35. 


36. 


37. 
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*cujha ‘thorn’: Kartvelian *cxw- ‘thorn, point? ~ Indo-European *skuei(H)- 
‘thorn’ ~ (?) Dravidian *ci- ‘thorn’ ~ Altaic *čüjä ‘thorn point’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. 

2. The Altaic material cited by Illié-Svityé does not belong here. Starostin— 
Dybo—Mudrak (2003:432) derive it from Proto-Altaic *é%pV (= *chipV) 
‘sharp edge, peg’. 

3. Proto-Indo-European *skuei(H)- ‘thorn’ must also be removed. 

4. Dravidian *c7- ‘thorn’ is not related to Kartvelian *cxw- ‘thorn, point’. 


(Descriptive) *cura/*cora ‘to drip’: Kartvelian *cwar-/*cur- ‘to drip, to drop’ ~ 
(?) Uralic *cora ‘to drip, to flow’ ~ Dravidian *cor-/*cür- ‘to drip, to flow’ ~ 
Altaic *cur(4)- ‘to drip, to flow’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:404—405) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*Curka (~ -io-) ‘swift, stream, current’ with initial */č/. Proto-Altaic */¢/ is 
derived from a Proto-Nostratic ejective. Hence, the Proto-Nostratic form 
should be reconstructed accordingly (see below). 

2. The Kartvelian forms cited by Illic-Svityé do not belong here. 

3. According to the reconstruction of the Proto-Uralic consonant system 
proposed by Bomhard (vol. 1, Chapter 8), Proto-Uralic *cora should be 
reinterpreted as *fors- ‘to run, to flow’ (cf. Bomhard, no. 276; see also 
Rédei 1986—1988:40). 


Bomhard (no. 276) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, Uralic, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *t Yor-: 
(vb.) *t Yor- ‘to run, to flow’; 
(n.) *¢’¥or-a ‘running, flowing’; (adj.) ‘speedy, swift’ 


(?) *cata ‘to cover’: Hamito-Semitic [*str/*Str ‘to cover (clothe), to protect'] ~ 
Indo-European *(s)ked- ‘to cover (clothe)’. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. 
*cdjha ‘to glimmer, to twinkle’: Hamito-Semitic *s(j)h ‘light, bright’ ~ Indo- 
European *skeih- ‘to glimmer, to shine weakly; shadow’ ~ Uralic *sdjd ‘to 


glimmer, to shine’ ~ Dravidian [*caj ‘luster, shine’]. Rejected. 


Comment: 
1. Faulty sound correspondences. 
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38. 


39. 


40. 


41. 


42. 


43. 


2. The Proto-Dravidian form should be glossed as ‘brilliance, light, beauty, 
color, etc.’ (cf. Burrow—Emeneau 1984:215, no. 2457). 


(?) *cawa ‘to scream, to talk’: Hamito-Semitic *sw- ‘to scream’ ~ Kartvelian 
[*cw- ‘to say’]. Rejected. 


Comment: Contradictory root structures. 


*Cali ‘to tie around, to tie to’: Uralic *solme ‘knot’ ~ Altaic *cali- ‘to tie 
around, to hook’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. The Proto-Uralic and Proto-Altaic vowels do not match. 

2. Proto-Uralic */s/ does not correspond to Proto-Altaic */č/ (cf. Illič-Svityč 
1971—1984.1:148 — faulty sound correspondences; for more accurate 
correspondences, cf. Bomhard, vol. 1, Chapter 12, table of Nostratic sound 
correspondences, and vol. 2 for supporting examples). 


(?) *Cura ‘herd (wild animals)’: Hamito-Semitic *s(w)r/*swr ‘herd (wild 
animals)’ ~ Uralic *sura ‘herd of deer’. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. 


(Descriptive) *cap‘a ‘to beat, to chop’: Hamito-Semitic [*sP- ‘to beat, to hit] ~ 
Indo-European *skep- ‘to split? ~ Uralic *cappa- ‘to chop, to beat’ ~ Dravidian 
[*cava- ‘to chop’] ~ Altaic *cap(a)- ‘to beat, to chop’. Weak. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. 

2. The Proto-Dravidian form should be glossed ‘to cut down, to cut off, to 
strip off (cf. Burrow—Emeneau 1984:210, no. 2390). 

3. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:416—417) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*čňăpa (~ -u, -i) (= *cápha) ‘to chop, to hit’. This may correspond to 
Proto-Uralic *cappa- ‘to chop, to beat’. Hence, the rating “weak” rather 
than total rejection. 


*Cina ‘to know’: Hamito-Semitic *s(j)n ‘to know’ ~ Kartvelian *cian-/*cin- ‘to 
know’. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. 


*CuHa ‘to look’: Kartvelian *ciew-/*ciaw-/*ciw- ‘to look after, to guard’ ~ 
Indo-European *(s)keuH- ‘to look’ ~ Dravidian *cü-(r-) ‘to look’. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. 


44. 


45. 


46. 


47. 
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*cela ‘to jump’: (?) Hamito-Semitic *s/- ‘to jump’ ~ Indo-European *(s)kel- ‘to 
jump’ ~ Uralic *¢ela- ‘to jump’ ~ (?) Dravidian [*cEl-ai ‘source, waterfall] ~ 
Altaic [*¢/e/la ‘to limp, to stumble’]. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences; lax semantics. 


*-Ca adjectival and diminutive formant: Indo-European *-i-sk- adjectival and 
diminutive suffix ~ Uralic *-ca/*-cd adjectival and diminutive suffix ~ Altaic 
*_Ca/*-cd diminutive suffix. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences; faulty analysis of derivational morphology. 

2. Cf. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:173—220), Robbeets (2015), and 
Bomhard (vol. 1, Chapter 18, §18.9) for details on Altaic derivational 
morphology. 


(Descriptive) *CaKa ‘to tickle’: Uralic *cik(k)a ‘to tickle’ ~ Dravidian *cakk- 
/*¢ank- ‘to tickle’ ~ (?) Altaic [*cik-/*caka- ‘to tickle’ ]. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences — the vowels do not match. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003) to not have an entry in their Altaic 
dictionary listing/discussing the Tungusic material cited by Illi¢-Svityé. 


*Cara ‘hardened crust’: Indo-European *sker- ‘(ice) crust, scab’ ~ Uralic *éara 
*(hardened) film’ ~ Dravidian *cara ‘rough’ ~ Altaic *car(4) ‘hardened crust’. 
Possible. 


Comments: 

]. The Proto-Indo-European form cited by Illié-Svityé does not belong here. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003) to not have an entry in their Altaic 
dictionary listing/discussing the Altaic material cited by Illic-Svityé. 


Bomhard (no. 269) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Dravidian, Indo-European, and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *t Yar- (~ *t'Yar-): 

(vb.) *t Yar- ‘to be rough, coarse, rigid, stiff, hard’; 

(n.) *t’¥ar-a ‘that which is rough, coarse, rigid, stiff, hard’; (adj.) ‘rough, coarse, 
rigid, stiff, hard’ 

Derivative of: 

(vb.) *t Yar- ‘to be or become stuck, joined, or bound together; to be firmly or 
strongly attached’; 

(n.) *t "ar-a “firmness, solidity, strength’; (adj.) ‘firm, solid, strong, steadfast’ 
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48. 


49. 


50. 


51. 


52. 


*-Ci formant of frequentive and iterative verbs: Indo-European *-sk- suffix of 
iterative/intensive forms of the verb ~ Uralic *-ce- suffix of frequentive verbs ~ 
Altaic *-ci- suffix of intensive-iterative verbs. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences; faulty analysis of derivational morphology. 

2. The Proto-Indo-European form cited by Illié-Svityé does not belong here. 
It corresponds in neither form nor function. For example, in Hittite, the 
verbal suffix -ske/a- is used to mark imperfective aspect, in addition to 
iterativity and habitual action, to name its most important functions (cf. 
Hoffner—Melchert 2008:318— 322). 

3. Cf. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:173—220), Robbeets (2015), and 
Bomhard (vol. 1, Chapter 18, §18.9) for details on Altaic derivational 
morphology. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:198) reconstruct a Proto- 
Altaic *-€© (= *-čh-) verbal intensive, usually denominative, but also 
deverbative suffix. 

4. Though comparable in form, the Proto-Uralic and Proto-Altaic suffixes 
have different functions. Hence, this entry must be disqualified. 


*Cimpa ‘curved, bent’: Indo-European *(s)Kemb- ‘curved’ ~ Uralic *éimpa 
‘bent, curved’. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. 
*čiru “pus, slush’: Hamto-Semitic *t(j)r ‘moist, feces’ ~ Indo-European *(s)ter- 
‘slush, pus, feces’ ~ Altaic *cirü- ‘rot, decay’. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences; lax semantics. 


*Clinga ‘smell, odor’: Hamito-Semitic *t(w)n/*t(j)n ‘smell’ ~ Uralic *ctina 
‘smell, odor, smoke’. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences; faulty Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. 


(?) *éAda ‘to beat’: Kartvelian *¢éd-/*¢ad- ‘to nail, to forge’ ~ Dravidian *caff- 
‘to beat, to destroy’. Strong. 


Bomhard (no. 264) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Dravidian and Kartvelian: 


Proto-Nostratic root *t Yad- (~ *t Yəd-): 
(vb.) *t Yad- ‘to strike, to beat, to pound, to hammer’; 
(n.) *t Yad-a ‘hammer’ 


53; 


54. 


55. 
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*čAra ‘to cut’: Hamito-Semitic *tr- ‘to cut, to split; sharp stone’ ~ Kartvelian 
*čer-/*čar- ‘to cut, to chop’ ~ Dravidian car- ‘to tear apart, to split apart’. 
Strong. 


Bomhard (no. 271) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Dravidian, Elamite, Kartvelian, Uralic, and Chukchi- 
Kamchatkan: 


Proto-Nostratic root *t Yar- (~ *t’¥ar-): 
(vb.) *t Yar- ‘to cut, to split’; 
(n.) *t "ar-a ‘cut, split, rip, tear; damage’; (adj.) ‘cut, split, ripped, torn’ 


(?) *čäma ‘astringent’: Hamito-Semitic *sm- ‘bitter, astringent, sour’, *sm- 
‘bitter, poison’ ~ Uralic *cáma ‘sour’. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. 


Bomhard (no. 334) has proposed an alternative Nostratic etymology based upon 
evidence from (?) Afrasian, Kartvelian, and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *zem-a ‘anything that is sour, bitter, pungent, sharp’; (adj.) 
‘sour, bitter, pungent, sharp’: 


A. (?) Afrasian: Semitic: Akkadian (reduplicted) zimzimmu (zinzimmu) ‘a type 
of onion’, probably ‘red onion’. 

B. Proto-Kartvelian *3m- ‘salt’: Georgian [3m-] ‘salt’; Mingrelian 3imu- ‘salt’; 
Laz (n)jumu- ‘salt’; Svan jam-, 3im- ‘salt’. Proto-Kartvelian *3m-ar- 
‘vinegar’: Georgian 3m-ar-i ‘vinegar’; Mingrelian [¥imol-] ‘vinegar’; Laz 
3umori ‘vinegar’; Svan Zimar- (?) ‘vinegar’. 

C. Uralic: Proto-Finno-Ugrian *cem3 ‘sour; to become sour’ > Votyak / 
Udmurt s6m ‘taste, leaven’; Zyrian / Komi som ‘leaven, sourness’; Ostyak 
/ Xanty (North Kazym) sim-, (Tremyugan) cim-, (Obdorsk) sim- ‘to turn 
sour (dough), to rise, to ferment, to get spoiled, to rot from humidity (of 
garment or rope)’. 


(Descriptive) *cika ‘to cut’: Kartvelian *ceck- ‘to cut (finely) ~ Altaic [*čika- 
‘to cut, to chop’]. Rejected. 


Comment: Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:427) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*éqk (= *cik"d) ‘to cut; cutting instrument’. Proto-Altaic */&/ (= */é/) 
(aspirated) does not correspond to Proto-Kartvelian */&/ (= */é’/) (ejective), and 
Proto-Altaic */k*/ (= */kh/) (aspirated) does not correspond to Proto-Kartvelian 
*/k/ (= */k’/) (ejective). Hence, this etymology must be disqualified. 
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56. 


2d. 


58. 


59. 


*Cira ‘to look after, to guard’: Hamito-Semitic *fr-/*sr- ‘to look, to guard, to 
take care of ~ Kartvelian *¢ir- ‘care, need’ ~ Indo-European *ster-g-, *ster-k- 
‘to guard, to love’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. The Proto-Indo-European form must be removed due to faulty sound 
correspondences and lax semantics. 

2. Klimov (1998:322) reconstructs Proto-Kartvelian *¢ir- ‘need, plague’. He 
notes: “At the same time it forms the basis of the secondary verb stem *¢ir- 
‘to need; to suffer a misfortune’. 

3. This etymology must be rejected due both to faulty sound correspondences 
and to dubious semantics. 


*čafma ‘to eat’: Hamito-Semitic *£m ‘to eat’ / *rfm ‘to taste’ ~ Kartvelian 
*čām-/*čēm- ‘to eat’. Rejected. 


Comment: According to Klimov (1998:319—320), the Proto-Kartvelian form is 
to be reconstructed as *cam- : *cm- ‘to eat’, while Fáhnrich (2007:664—665) 
reconstructs Proto-Kartvelian *cam-. Neither Klimov nor Fáhnrich reconstruct 
a long vowel. This greatly reduces the probability that the Afrasian and 
Kartvelian forms are related. 


*CalHa ‘wide’: Indo-European *stelh- ‘wide’ ~ Altaic [*cal(a) ‘wide, 
expansive’ ]. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. 


*da locative particle: Hamito-Semitic *da particle with locative meaning ~ 
Kartvelian *da (with pronouns), *-d/*-ad (with nouns) suffix of directive/ 
adverbial case ~ Indo-European *-D/*-eD suffix of ablative case (pronominal 
and o-stems) ~ Uralic *-óa/ *-óà suffix of ablative (pronominal and adverbial 
stems) ~ Dravidian *-ftu/*-tt(a) postpositional particle with locative-ablative 
meaning ~ Altaic *-da/*-dd, *-du/*-dii formant of locative cases. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. The Proto-Indo-European form should be removed. The suffix of the 
ablative case (pronominal and o-stems) is now thought to have arisen from 
the incorporation of an adverb *Hzéti into the thematic declension: *-0/é-t- 
< *-o/e--* Hiét(i) (cf. Bomhard, vol. 1, Chapter 19, $19.6). 

2. The Proto-Uralic form should be removed. Proto-Uralic */ó/ is not a reflex 
of Proto-Nostratic */d/. 


Bomhard (no. 143) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Elamite, Kartvelian, Indo-European, Altaic, and 
Chukchi-Kamchatkan: 
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Proto-Nostratic relational marker *da- (~ *da-) ‘along with, together with, in 
addition to’: 


A. Proto-Afrasian *da, *di ‘along with, together with, in addition to’: Berber: 
Kabyle d, yid, id- ‘with, together with, and’; Tamazight (Ayt Ndhir) d 
‘with, and’; Tuareg d, ad ‘and, with together with’; Nefusa ad, did ‘and, 
with’; Ghadames ad, did ‘and, with’; Zenaga ad, id, d ‘and with’; Mzab ad, 
did ‘and, with’. Central Cushitic: Bilin comitative case suffix -di ‘together 
with’; Quara -di ‘together with’. Highland East Cushitic: Burji -ddi 
locative suffix (with absolute case) in, for example, mind-ddi ‘in the house’. 
Proto-Chadic *da- ‘with, and’ > Hausa da ‘with; and; by, by means of; 
regarding, with respect to, in relation to; at, in during; than’; Kulere tu; 
Bade da; Tera nda; Gidar di; Mokulu ti; Kanakuru da. Note: Diakonoff 
(1988:61) reconstructs comitative-dative case endings *-dV and *-Vd for 
Proto-Afrasian based upon evidence from Cushitic (Agaw) and Berber- 
Libyan. 

B. Proto-Kartvelian *da ‘and’: Georgian da ‘and’; Mingrelian do, ndo ‘and’; 
Laz do ‘and’. 

C. Elamo-Dravidian: Royal Achaemenid Elamite, Neo-Elamite da (also -da in 
-be-da, e-da, ku-da, etc.) ‘also, too, as well, likewise; so, therefore, hence, 
consequently, accordingly; thereby, thereupon’. Note also: Middle Elamite, 
Neo-Elamite tak ‘also’ (< da- ‘also’ + a-ak ‘and’). 

D. Proto-Indo-European *-d^e, *-d'i suffixed particle: Sanskrit sa-há (Vedic 
sa-dha) ‘with’, i-ha ‘here’ (Prakrit i-dha), ku-ha ‘where?’, a-dhi ‘above, 
over, from, in’; Avestan ida ‘here’, kuda ‘where?’; Greek locative particle 
-01, in, for example, oíko-01 ‘at home’, 16-01 ‘where?’; Old Church Slavic 
kv-de ‘where?’, sv-de ‘here’. 

E. Proto-Altaic dative-locative particle *da: Tungus: Manchu dative-locative 
suffix -de. The locative suffix is -du in other Tungus languages. Common 
Mongolian dative-locative suffix *-da > Mongolian -da; Dagur -da; 
Khalkha -dv; Buriat -da; Kalmyk -dv; Moghol -du; Ordos -du; Monguor 
-du. Regarding the -du variant, Greenberg (2000:156) notes: “It seems 
probable that the vowel here has been influenced by the dative-allative 
ru..." Common Turkic (except Yakut) locative suffix -da/-dàá > Old Turkic 
locative-ablative suffix -dA; Chagatay locative suffix -DA; Turkish locative 
suffix -DA; Azerbaijani locative suffix -44; Turkmenian locative suffix -dA; 
Tatar locative suffix -DA; Bashkir locative suffix -DA; Kazakh locative 
suffix -DA; Noghay locative suffix -DA; Kirghiz locative suffix -DA; 
Uzbek locative suffix -Da; Uighur locative suffix -DA. Turkish da, de (also 
ta, te) ‘and, also, but’. 

F. Proto-Chukchi-Kamchatkan instrumental case marker *-tæ and the suffix 
*-tz in the comitative 1 case marker *ka- -tæ ‘together with’ (both class 1). 
Perhaps also Proto-Chukotian *to ‘and’ > Koryak to ‘and’; Alyutor tu 
(Palana to) ‘and’. 
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60. *daHa intensifying and conjoining particle: Hamito-Semitic *dH ‘and, also’ ~ 
Kartvelian *da ‘and’ ~ Altaic *da ‘also, but, and’. Rejected. 


61. 


62. 


Comment: This cannot be separated from the preceding entry (no. 59). 


*daKa ‘nearby’ ~ Hamito-Semitic *dk ‘nearby’ ~ Uralic *taka ‘back, rear’, 
*taka-na ‘from behind’ ~ Altaic *daka-/*daga- ‘close; to approach, to follow’. 
Rejected. 


Comments: 


l. 


Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:456) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *dagd 
‘near; to follow’. Proto-Altaic */g/ does not correspond to Proto-Afrasian 
*/k/. 


2. The Afrasian material cited by Illic-Svityé is problematic. No single Proto- 
Afrasian form can be reconstructed which can account for all of the forms 
found in the daughter languages. 

*dalq/u/ ‘a wave’: Hamito-Semitic *d/x ‘to upset, to stir up’ ~ (?) Indo- 


European [*dhelH- (with suffix) ‘sea’] ~ Dravidian *falla ‘upset’ ~ Altaic 
*d/a/lu-/*doli ‘wave’. Possible. 


Comments: 


1. 


The Proto-Indo-European form should be removed. The only supporting 
evidence that Illic-Svityé cites is Greek OéAuoca ‘sea’, and this is 
rightfully seen to be of Pre-Greek origin (cf. Beekes 2010.1:530; Boisacq 
1950:331; Chantraine 1968—1980.1I:420; Frisk 1970—1973.1:648—649) 
and not inherited from Proto-Indo-European. Thus, there is no justification 
for reconstructing Proto-Indo-European *dhelH- ‘sea’. 
Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:459) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *dála 
‘wave, deep place’. Given the semantic range of the supporting evidence 
from the Altaic daughter languages cited by Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak, 
the Altaic forms should probably not be included here. Moreover, the 
supporting evidence from the other Nostratic daughter languages points 
more to a semantic range similar to what is found in Semitic — nowhere is 
there a cognate meaning ‘wave’, and the same goes for Dravidian and 
Eskimo: 


Proto-Semitic *dal-ax- ‘to stir up, to disturb, to roil (water), to agitate’ > 
Akkadian dalāhu ‘to stir up, to roil (water), to blur (eyes); to disturb; to 
become muddied, roiled, blurred; to be or become troubled, confused, 
embarrassed’, dalhu ‘disturbed, blurred, muddy, cloudy, confused’, dilihtu 
‘disturbed condition, confusion, distress’; Hebrew dalah ‘to trouble, to 
make turbid’; Syriac dalah ‘to trouble, to disturb’; Harari däläha ‘to sin, to 
err, to go astray, to miss the way’; Gurage (Masqan, Gogot) dalla, (Wolane, 
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Zway) ddla ‘to make a mistake, to be mistaken, to err, to lose the way, to 
miss the way’. 


Bomhard (no. 149) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, and Eskimo: 


Proto-Nostratic root *dal- (~ *dal-): 

(vb.) *dal- ‘to stir up, to disturb, to roil (water), to agitate; to be disturbed, 
confused, agitated, troubled’; 

(n.) *dal-a ‘disturbance, agitation’ 

Note also: 

(vb.) *dul- ‘to disturb, to perplex, to bewilder, to confuse, to ruffle, to upset, to 
baffle, to stir up trouble, to agitate; to be disturbed, perplexed, bewildered, 
confused, ruffled, upset, baffled, troubled, agitated’ (> ‘to drive someone 
crazy, mad, insane; to be crazy, mad, insane; to be dumb, stupid’); 

(n.) *dul-a ‘confusion, disturbance, trouble, agitation, perplexity’ (> ‘madness, 
craziness, insanity; stupidity’) 


*danga ‘to cover’: Hamito-Semitic *dm- ‘to cover, to close, to press’ ~ Indo- 
European *dhengh- ‘to cover, to press’ ~ Uralic *taya/*tane ‘to cover’. Weak. 


Comment: There are problems with this etymology. The Afrasian forms cited 
by Illié-Svityé can only belong here if we assume that the unextended Proto- 
Nostratic form is to be reconstructed as *dam- ‘to cover’. This would mean that 
the Proto-Indo-European form is to be derived from an extended form *dam-g- > 
(with assimilation of *m to *n [n] before *g) *dan-g-. But then, this raises 
questions about the Uralic material. The Proto-Uralic */-j-/ reconstructed by 
Illié-Svityé does not correspond to Proto-Afrasian */-m-/, unless we assume 
that the same developments took place as in Proto-Indo-European but with the 
subsequent loss of the velar. However, this is all extremely speculative. In fact, 
there is really no evidence for such a development. 


*dEwHi ‘to shake, to blow’: Indo-European *dheuH- ‘to shake, to blow" ~ 
Altaic *dEbi- ‘wave, blow’. Rejected. 


Comment: This etymology cannot stand as written. Proto-Altaic */b/ does not 
correspond to Proto-Indo-European */u/ or */u/ [w]. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 183) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Dravidian, Indo-European, and Yukaghir: 


Proto-Nostratic root *duw- (~ *dow-): 
(vb.) *duw- ‘to blow about, to fly about, to scatter; to be blown, strewn, or 
scattered about’; 
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(n.) *duw-a ‘anything blown, sprinkled, scattered, or strewn about: smoke, 
steam, vapor; rain, shower, drizzle, raindrops; dust’; (adj.) “blown about, 
sprinkled, scattered, strewn’ 


*-di suffix of past tense forms: Kartvelian *-di suffix of imperfect ~ Dravidian 
*/-tt-/*-t- suffix of preterit ~ Altaic *-di suffix of preterit. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences — we would expect the Dravidian suffix to 
be */-tt-/ ~ */-t-/ were it truly comparable to the other suffixes under 
consideration here. Thus, the Dravidian forms must be removed. 

2. Klimov (1964:67), Fahnrich (2007:119), and Fahnrich—Sardshweladse 
(1995: 96—97) reconstruct Proto-Kartvelian *-d passive suffix. 

3. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:236) do not reconstruct Proto-Altaic *-di 
suffix of preterit. 

4. At the end of this entry, Illié-Svityé mentions the Germanic preterit suffix 
*-da (found, for example, in Gothic /agi-da, Old Icelandic /agpa, and Old 
High German /egi-ta), though he marks it as questionable. Indeed, it is 
questionable — it does not belong here. 


(?) (Descriptive) *dida ‘big’: Hamito-Semitic *d(j)d ‘big, fat? ~ Kartvelian 
*did- ‘big’. Weak. 


Comment: Neither Ehret (1995) nor Orél—Stolbova (1995) reconstruct Proto- 
Afro-asiatic *d(j)d ‘big, fat’. Moreover, the Afrasian evidence (exclusively 
from Chadic and Cushitic) cited by Illié-Svityé is problematic — the vowels do 
not match, which makes it difficult to reconstruct a common Afrasian proto- 
form. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 162) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Dravidian, Kartvelian, and (?) Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic root *did- (— *ded-): 
(vb.) *did- ‘to swell, to rise’; 
(n.) *did-a ‘prominence, protuberance’; (adj.) ‘swollen, raised’ 


*diga ‘fish’: Hamito-Semitic [*d(j)g ‘fish’] ~ Indo-European *dhgh-u-H ‘fish’ 
~ Altaic [*/d/iga- ‘fish’]. Strong. 


Comments: 
1. The Semitic evidence points to Proto-Semitic *dag- ‘fish’: 
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Proto-Semitic *dag- ‘fish’ > Hebrew day ‘fish’, dayah ‘fish’, dawway 
‘fisherman’; Ugaritic dg ‘fish’, dgy ‘fisherman’ (cf. Klein 1987:114; D. 
Cohen 1970— .3:216). The forms with medial /w/ ~ /y/ are derivatives. 


Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:477) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *diagi (~ - 
io-) ‘fish’. 

Dolgopolsky (1998:61—62, no. 74) (erroneously) reconstructs Proto- 
Nostratic *doTgiHU ‘fish’. 


Bomhard (no. 163) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Indo-European, and Altaic (note: both Ili¢-Svityé and 
Bomhard agree on the reconstruction of the Nostratic proto-form and on the 
evidence adduced from the Nostratic daughter languages to support such a 
reconstruction): 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *dig-a ‘fish’. 


*dila ‘sunlight’: (?) Kartvelian [*dila ‘morning’] ~ Indo-European *dhel- ‘sun, 
bright, light’ ~ Altaic *dila ‘sun, solar year’. Possible. 


Comments: 


1. 


The Dravidian evidence adduced by Bomhard points to Proto-Nostratic 
medial */-ly-/. If the Dravidian evidence belongs here, then the Altaic 
evidence must be excluded. Here is the Dravidian evidence: 


Tamil teli ‘to become clear, limpid (as water by settling of sediment), 
serene (as the mind); to be bright (as the countenance), to become white; to 
disappear (as famine, epidemic); to become obvious, evident; to consider, 
to investigate, to understand’, telir ‘to shine, to sparkle’; Malayalam teli 
‘cleanness, brightness’, telivu ‘clearness, brightness, perspicuity, proof’, 
teliyuka ‘to become clear, to brighten up, to please, to be decided (a 
matter)’; Kannada tili, tali ‘to become clear, pellucid, pure, bright; to 
brighten up; to be exhilarated or pleased; to be calmed; to cease (as sleep, a 
swoon); to come to light; to be or become plain or known; to know, to 
perceive, to learn’; Telugu feli ‘white, pure’. 


Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:475) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *dilo ‘year; 
sun, sun cycle’. The Altaic evidence adduced by Illic-Svityé points to 
Proto-Nostratic medial */l/. If the Altaic evidence belongs here, then the 
Dravidian evidence must be excluded. In fairness, the case for including 
the Altaic evidence is stronger. 


Bomhard (no. 165) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian (Southern Cushitic: Rift), Dravidian, Kartvelian, 
and Indo-European: 
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Proto-Nostratic root *dil’- (~ *del’-): 
(vb.) *dil»- ‘to shine, to be or become bright"; 
(n.) *dil"-a ‘daylight, morning’ 


Note: As noted above, the case for including the Altaic evidence is stronger. 


This means that Illic-Svity&'s reconstruction of the Nostratic proto-form 
Is to be preferred: *dil-a. 


*diga ‘soil’: Kartvelian *diga ‘soil, clay’ ~ Indo-European *dhghem- ‘soil’. 
Rejected. 


Comments: 


1. 


Faulty sound correspondences: Proto-Kartvelian */i/ does not correspond 
to Proto-Indo-European */e/, which must be reconstructed for the Indo- 
European proto-form based upon the Hittite evidence (cf. Wodtko— 
Irslinger—Schneider 2008:86—99 *d"égh-om-, etc.). 

According to Klimov (1964:94—95 and 1998:72), the Proto-Kartvelian 
form is to be reconstructed as *figa- ‘soil, clay’. Kllimov assumes that 
Proto-Kartvelian */t-/ has become /d-/ in Mingrelian and Laz through 
dissimilation. However, Illič-Svityč assumes the opposite, that is, that 
Proto-Kartvelian */d-/ has become /t-/ in Georgian through assimilation. 
Illié-Svityé’s interpretation is the more plausible. 

According to Bomhard (no. 167), Proto-Kartvelian *diga ‘soil, clay’ is 
descended from the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence 
from Afrasian, Dravidian, and Indo-European, in addition to Kartvelian: 


Proto-Nostratic root *dig^- (~ *deq"-): 
(vb.) *diq^- ‘to crush, to pound or tamp (earth), to mold or knead (clay)’; 
(n.) *diq^-a ‘earth, clay, mud’ 


According to Bomhard (no. 146), Proto-Indo-European *d'eg^-om-, *d'gh- 
om- ‘earth, land, ground; human being’ is descended from the following 
Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from Afrasian, (?) Dravidian, 
Kartvelian, and Uralic, in addition to Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic root *dag- (— *dag-): 

(vb.) dag- ‘to put, to place, to put in place; to be put in place, to be stable, 
to be firmly established’; 

(n.) *dag-a ‘place’ 


Bomhard (no. 146) also notes that the following Kartvelian forms have 
been borrowed from Indo-European: Georgian (dial.) dil(l)yvam ‘black 
earth’, (toponym) Diyom a region inside Tbilisi, occupying the so-called 
“Diyomian Field”; Svan diywam ‘black earth’. 
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*diga ‘bright, light’: Kartvelian *(s;a-)dy-e ‘day’ ~ Indo-European *dheih- 
/*dhieh- ‘to see’. Rejected. 


Comment: Proto-Kartvelian */y/ does not correspond to a laryngeal in Proto- 
Indo-European. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 147) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Dravidian, Kartvelian, and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic root *dac- (~ *dac-): 

(vb.) *dac- ‘to glitter, to shine, to burn’; 

(n.) *dac-a ‘day’ 

Note: Bomhard includes the following Indo-European evidence: 


Proto-Indo-European *d^og^-o- ‘day’: Proto-Germanic *dagaz ‘day’ > Gothic 
dags ‘day’; Old Icelandic dagr ‘day’; Swedish dag ‘day’; Norwegian dag ‘day’; 
Danish dag ‘day’; Old English deg ‘day’; Old Frisian dei ‘day’; Old Saxon dag 
‘day’; Old High German tag, tac ‘day’ (New High German Tag). Note: The 
following words for ‘yesterday’ should be considered here as well: Sanskrit 
hyas ‘yesterday’; Greek xy0£g ‘yesterday’. 


*duli ‘fire’: Uralic *tule ‘fire’ ~ Dravidian *tula- ‘to shine, to spark’ ~ Altaic 
*duli- ‘to warm up; warm’. Strong. 


Comments: 

1. The Dravidian evidence points to a Pre-Dravidian *tuly- ‘to shine, to 
sparkle’. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:480—481) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*diülu ‘warm’. 


Bomhard (no. 172) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Dravidian, Uralic, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *dul- (~ *dol-): 
(vb.) *dul- ‘to burn, to be bright, to warm, to heat up’; 
(n.) *dul-a ‘heat, warmth, fire’ 


*duda ‘tip, extremity’: Kartvelian *dud- ‘tip, extremity’ ~ Uralic *tud‘ka ‘tip, 
top’ ~ Dravidian *tuta ‘extremity, tip’. Possible. 


Comments: 
1. The Proto-Nostratic reconstruction is erroneous. 
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2. Proto-Uralic */5'/ does not correspond either to Proto-Kartvelian */d/ or to 
Dravidian */t/. Consequently, the Uralic forms should be removed. The 
remaining parts of this etymology are mostly correct. 

3. Proto-Dravidian *tut- ‘tip, point end’ is most likely derived from earlier 
*tuf-, through progressive assimilation: *tut- > *tut-. The earlier form is 
preserved in the reduplicated form *tutta-tut- ‘the very end or extremity’ 
found in Kannada and Telugu. 


Bomhard (no. 171) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Dravidian and Kartvelian: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *dud-a ‘tip, point’. 


*diinga ‘to be peaceful, silent’: Hamito-Semitic *d(w)m ‘to be peaceful, silent’ 
~ Kartvelian [*dum- ‘to be silent’] ~ Altaic *diiyd ‘to sit quietly, to be silent’. 
Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1375—1376) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*tim(k)u ‘silent, calm’. Accordingly, the Altaic material should be 
removed from this etymology. 

2. With the removal of the Altaic material, the Proto-Nostratic form can be 
revised as follows: *dum- ‘to be silent’. 


Bomhard (no. 176) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Kartvelian, and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic root *dum- (~ *dom-): 
(vb.) *dum- ‘to be silent’; 
(n.) *dum-a ‘silence’ 


(?) *dUra ‘deaf’: Hamito-Semitic *d(w)r ‘deaf? ~ Kartvelian [*dura ‘deaf? ]. 
Rejected. 


Comment: The Afrasian material cited by Illič-Svityč is extremely problematic. 


*dafa ‘to lay’: Hamito-Semitic *df ‘to lay’ ~ Kartvelian *d- ‘to lay’ ~ Indo- 
European *dheh- ‘to lay, to stand’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Dolgopolsky (2008:491—492, no. 497) reconstructs *divé (~ *dVHU) ‘to 
put, to place’. 

2. Proto-Afrasian */¢/ does not correspond to the Proto-Indo-European 
laryngeal commonly reconstructed for this form: *d'e?- (= *dheHi-, 
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*dheai-, *dheh;-l*dhehi-, etc.) (cf. Rix 2001:136—138 *d'ehi-; Watkins 
2000:17 *dhea:-; Mallory—Adams 1997:472 *dheh:-). 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s (and Dolgopolsky’s) etymology, 
Bomhard (no. 159) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Elamite, Indo-European, Etruscan, and Chukchi- 
Kamchatkan: 


Proto-Nostratic root *day- (~ *day-): 
(vb.) *day- ‘to throw, to cast, to put, to place’; 
(n.) *day-a ‘act, deed’ 


*dawa ‘to be ill, to die’: Hamito-Semitic *dw- ‘to be ill, to die’ ~ Indo- 
European *dheu- ‘to die, to lose consciousness’. Strong. 


Bomhard (no. 158) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic root *daw- (~ *daw-): 
(vb.) *daw- ‘to become deathly sick, to be ill; to die’; 
(n.) *daw-a ‘(deadly) disease, sickness; death’ 


*ga(Ha) ‘to take, to receive’: Kartvelian *g- ‘to acquire’ ~ Altaic *ga- ‘to take, 
to receive’. Rejected. 


Comments: 
1. Klimov (1998:24—25) reconstructs Proto-Kartvelian *g- ‘to acquire, to 
gain, to win’. 


2. The evidence from the Altaic daughter languages indicates that the Proto- 
Altaic form had a wider semantic range than indicated by either 
Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:525) or Illié-Svity: 


Proto-Altaic *ga- ‘to take, to take off, to take away; to let go, to leave; to 
put’: Proto-Tungus *ga- ‘to take’ > Manchu cai- ‘to take, to take away, to 
take off; Spoken Manchu (Sibo) Gia- ‘to take, to take away, to take off’; 
Evenki ga- ‘to take’; Lamut / Even ga- ‘to take’; Negidal ga- ‘to take’; 
Ulch ca- ‘to take’; Orok ca- ‘to take’; Nanay / Gold ca- ‘to take’; Oroch 
ga- ‘to take’; Udihe ga- ‘to take’. Proto-Turkic *Ko- (perhaps originally 
*Ka- but changed to *Ko- under the influence of the synonymous stem 
*Kod- ‘to put; to leave’) ‘to put; to let go; to leave’ > Turkish ko-, koy- ‘to 
put; to let go; to leave; to permit; to suppose’; Karaim qo- ‘to put; to leave’; 
Chuvash yiv-, yu- ‘to put; to leave’. 
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This etymology is rejected due to the irreconcilable semantic differences 
between the Kartvelian and Altaic material cited by Illié-Svityéó. Any 
resemblance is purely fortuitous. 


78. *gara ‘thorny branch, thorn’ ~ Indo-European *gher-, *gherh-/*ghreh- ‘thorn, 
point, branch’ ~ Uralic *kara ‘thorn, branch, conifer’ ~ Dravidian *kar(a)- 
‘thorn, point’ ~ Altaic *gara- “point, branch, conifer’. Weak. 


Comments: 


I 


The etymology of the Greek form (yépun = émidopatics ‘tip, point of a 
lance, spear-head’) cited by Illič-Svityč is uncertain, though relationship to 
(Hesychius) yapía: Bovvóg ‘hill’ and yotpág ‘rocks (rising just above the 
sea) like a hog's back' is considered likely. The full complement of 
possible related Greek forms is as follows: yápun ‘tip, point of a lance, 
spear-head’, yoipág (< *yop-105-) ‘(adj.) of a hog; (n.) ‘a sunken rock; (pl.) 
scrofulous swellings in the glands of the neck’, yoipág nétpo “rocks (rising 
just above the sea) like a hog’s back’, yoipoc (< *yop-10-) ‘a young pig, a 
porker’, xoipaó-ó0ng ‘rocky’, yapia: Bovvds ‘hill’. Derivation from Proto- 
Indo-European *g^er- ‘to stick out, to protrude’ has been proposed. The 
Norwegian, Old High German, Slavic, and Tocharian forms cited by Illié- 
Svityé can also be derived from Proto-Indo-European *g?er- ‘to stick out, 
to protrude’, though there are some uncertainties here as well. This 
examination of the Indo-European material indicates that the semantic 
range assigned to the reconstructed Proto-Indo-European form by Illič- 
Svityé is far too narrow. 

Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak | (2003:531— 532) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*oar[a] (= *gar’[a]) ‘sharp edge’ based upon slightly different evidence 
from the Altaic daughter languages than that cited by Illié-Svityé. Proto- 
Altaic */-f-/ (= *-rY-/) implies Proto-Nostratic */-rY-/. Some of the Altaic 
forms cited by Illič-Svityč are included by Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak in 
their etymology, though the semantic range is broader. 

Reconstructing a Proto-Nostratic */-rY-/ makes the Dravidian forms cited 
by Illi¢-Svityé questionable — we would expect *kar(a)- instead. If we 
reconstruct the Proto-Nostratic form as *gar?- ‘to stick out, to stand out, to 
jut out, to project, to protrude; to be or become erect, rigid, stiff, as 
required by the Altaic evidence, then a better Dravidian comparison might 
be with the following: 


Tamil karal (karalv-, karanr-) ‘to produce, to bulge out, to pass through 
(as an arrow)’, karalai ‘wen, tubercle, tumor’; Malayalam kararruka ‘to 
protrude’, karala ‘a swelling (chiefly in the groin)’; Kota karv- (kard-) ‘to 
be stretched, to protrude through a hole (for example, piles)’, kart- (karty-) 
‘to make to protrude through a hole’; Tulu karale ‘a swelling’; (?) Telugu 
kodalu-konu ‘to swell, to rise, to increase’. 
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4. In like manner, reconstructing the Proto-Nostratic form as *gar?- ‘to stick 
out, to stand out, to jut out, to project, to protrude; to be or become erect, 
rigid, stiff makes the Uralic evidence suspect. We would expect Proto- 
Uralic *kara instead. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 374) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Dravidian, (?) Kartvelian, Indo-European, and Chukchi-Kamchatkan: 


Proto-Nostratic root *gar?- (~ *gor»-): 

(vb.) *garY- ‘to stick out, to stand out, to jut out, to project, to protrude; to be or 
become erect, rigid, stiff'; 

(n.) *gar?- ‘tip, point, peak’ 

Identical to: 

(vb.) *gar?- ‘to swell, to increase, to grow’; 

(n.) *gar?-a ‘swelling, increase, growth; great quantity, abundance, excess’ 


*gündu ‘male’: Dravidian *kanf- ‘male’ ~ Altaic *gdndti ‘male’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:541) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *gentV (~ 
*k-) ‘male, self’. Bomhard (no. 378) accepts Street’s (1974:13) alternative 
Proto-Altaic reconstruction: *gendii(n) ‘male; self 

2. Semantically, this is a very attractive etymology. However, the lack of 
agreement between the Dravidian and Altaic stem vowels is problematic. 


Bomhard (no. 378) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Dravidian and Altaic, indicating uncertainty concerning the 
reconstruction of the stem vowel: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *g/e/n-d-a ‘virility, strength; a male (human or animal)’ 
Here is the evidence cited by Bomhard (no. 378), with references: 


A. Dravidian: Tamil kantan ‘warrior, husband’, kanti ‘buffalo bull’, kanavan 
‘husband’, kentan ‘robust, stout man’, kintan ‘fat man, strong person’; 
Malayalam kantan ‘the male, especially of cat’, kanavan ‘husband’, kintan 
‘big; a stout, bulky fellow’; Kota gand ‘male’; Kannada gandu ‘strength, 
manliness, bravery; the male sex, a male, man’, ganda ‘a strong, manly 
male person, a husband; strength, greatness’, gandiga ‘a valiant man’, 
gandasa, gandasu, gandusa, gandusu ‘male person’, gandike ‘prowess’, 
genda ‘husband’, gendu ‘male’; Kodagu kandé ‘male (of dogs and other 
animals, mostly wild; not of cats)’; Tulu gandu ‘male, valiant, stout’, 
gandusu ‘husband’, gandukayi, gandustana, gandastana ‘manliness’, 
kandani, kandanye ‘husband’, ganté, gantapuccé ‘male cat’; Telugu gandu 
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‘bravery, strength, the male of the lower animals’, gandtidu, gandádu ‘a 
brave, strong man’; Malto genda ‘male’. Krishnamurti 2003:11 *kanf-a- 
‘male’, 169 *kan-tV- ‘warrior’, and 525 *kant-antu ‘husband, warrior’; 
Burrow—Emeneau 1984:111, no 1173. Dravidian loanword in Sanskrit 
ganda-, gandira- ‘hero’ (cf. Mayrhofer 1956—1980.1:318). Perhaps also: 
Kota gend kat- (kac-) ‘dog’s penis becomes stuck in copulation’; Kannada 
kenda ‘penis’; Gondi gefana, get- ‘to have sexual intercourse’, gef ‘sexual 
intercourse’. Burrow—Emeneau 1984:177, no. 1949. 

B. Proto-Altaic *gendV (~ *k-) ‘male, self’: Proto-Mongolian *gendii ‘male 
of animals’ > Written Mongolian gendü(n) ‘small male panther; male of 
animals in general; male tiger’; Khalkha gendii ‘a male tiger or leopard’; 
Buriat gende ‘male sable’; Kalmyk gendn ‘male of animals’. Proto-Turkic 
*[g]entü (-nd-) ‘self > Old Turkish (Orkhon, Old Uighur) kenti ‘self’; 
Karakhanide Turkic kendii ‘self; Turkish kendi ‘self’; Azerbaijani gendi 
‘self’; Yakut kini ‘he’; Dolgon gini ‘he’. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak 2003: 
541 *gentV (~ *k-) ‘male, self’; Poppe 1960:25; Street 1974:13 *gendii(n) 
‘male; self’. 


80. *gati ‘hand’: Indo-European *ghes- ‘hand’ ~ (?) Uralic *kdite- ‘hand’ ~ 


81. 


Dravidian *kac- ‘hand’. Rejected. 


Comment: Though the semantics are good, there are problems with the 
phonology — Proto-Indo-European */-s-/ does not correspond to Proto-Uralic 
*/-t-/. In like manner, Proto-Dravidian */-c-/ does not correspond to Proto- 
Uralic */-t-/. Consequently, this etymology must be abandoned. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 376) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *gat’- (~ *gat’-): 
(vb.) *gat’- ‘to take (with the hand), to grasp’; 
(n.) *gat’-a ‘hand’ 


(?) *gedi ‘nape of neck’: Hamito-Semitic *gd ‘nape of neck, backside’ ~ Altaic 
*gedi ‘nape of neck, backside’. Rejected. 


Comment: The Afrasian material cited by Illic-Svityé is problematic. No single 
Proto-Afrasian form can be reconstructed which can account for all of the 
forms found in the daughter languages. This indicates that the Afrasian forms 
cited by Illi¢-Svityé are probably chance resemblances, at best, and not 
cognates. 
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82. *eE/hr/a ‘dawn’: Hamito-Semitic *ghr ‘sunlight, day’ ~ Indo-European 
*Sherh-/ *ghreh- ‘to dawn, to shine’ ~ Altaic *gEra ‘dawn, morning, light’. 
Possible. 


Comments: 


l. 


5. 


Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:531) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *gari (~ 
-f-, -0) ‘light’, with a range of meanings in the forms cited from the Altaic 
daughter languages as follows: ‘ray, beam, light; to shine’. 

Illič-Svityč cites disparate forms from the Afrasian daughter languages 
which are probably not cognates. These should be left out of consideration. 
The Proto-Indo-European form is better reconstructed as *$"er-; extended 
forms: *g"r-éhi/hi-, *g"r-hiié- — this reconstruction is taken from Rix 
2001:177. 

This leaves only Indo-European and Altaic. Based upon the evidence from 
these two branches, the Proto-Nostratic reconstruction should be revised as 
follows: 


Proto-Nostratic root *gar- (— *gar-): 
(vb.) *ear- ‘to shine, to be bright’, 
(n.) *ear-a ‘that which is shining, bright: ray, beam, light; sun; etc.’ 


This etymology is not in Bomhard (2021). 


83. *gila ‘state of sickness, grief’: Kartvelian *gl- ‘grief, sorrow’ ~ Indo-European 
*eh(e)l- ‘sickness, loss’ ~ (?) Altaic [*gil(a) ‘to be ill, to be sad’]. Possible. 


Comments: 


l. 


Klimov (1964:63 and 1998:31) reconstructs Proto-Kartvelian *glo(w)- ‘to 
grieve, to deplore’, while Schmidt (1962:101) reconstructs Proto- 
Kartvelian *gel-, and Fahnrich—Sardshweladse (1995:86) and Fähnrich 
(2007:107—108) reconstruct Proto-Kartvelian *gl-. 
Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:555) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *giðlo ‘to 
be unhappy, to endure’. The vowel of the first syllable is problematic. 
Hence, the Altaic material should be removed from this etymology. 
Bomhard (no. 362) excludes the Altaic material but adds material from 
Semitic (Afrasian): 


Proto-Semitic *gal-aw- ‘to ache, to be in pain, to be ill, to have a fever’ > 
Harsüsi gelew ‘to have a fever’, golew ‘fever’; Soqotri góle? ‘fever’; Mehri 
gélaw ‘to be ill, to have a fever, to have a short illness’, golaw ‘fever’; 
Sheri / Jibbali gizi/yg5l ‘to be ill, to have a fever’, góle? ‘fever’, gélé? ‘ill’. 
Tigre gele ‘weak, miserable’, goldli gá?a ‘to suffer pain (head, body), to 
have no power’; Amharic ag"lalla ‘to mistreat, to inflict hardship on’. 
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84. 


85. 


Bomhard (no. 362) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Kartvelian, and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic root *gal- (~ *gal-): 
(vb.) *gal- ‘to ache, to be in pain, to be ill, to suffer’; 
(n.) *gal-a ‘ache, pain, disease, illness’ 


*gi/l/hu ‘smooth and shiny’: Hamito-Semitic [*g/h ‘bald’] ~ (?) Kartvelian 
[*elu- ‘smooth’] ~ Indo-European *$ghelh"-/*Shleh"- ‘shiny, of light color’, 
*ehleh'-dh- ‘smooth, shiny’ ~ Dravidian [*ki/Z4 ‘smooth and shiny’] ~ Altaic 
*gilu-/*gila- ‘smooth and shiny’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. It appears that Illiéó-Svityó has confused two different Proto-Nostratic 
stems here: (A) *gil- ‘to glide, to slip, to slide’ (reflexes in Kartvelian, 
Indo-European, and Uralic); and (B) *cil- ‘to shine, to glisten’ (reflexes in 
Indo-European, Uralic, Altaic, and Chukhci-Kamchatkan) (see below). 

2. The origin of the Semitic forms is unclear. They could have come from a 
stem meaning ‘bright, shiny’, from a stem meaning ‘smooth’, or from a 
stem meaning ‘to scratch, to scrape’, all of which have Nostratic 
antecedents. On the other hand, if the Beja / Bedawye form cited by Illic- 
Svityé is a true cognate, it would point to an original initial labiovelar, 
*/gw-/, which would make it impossible to include the Afrasian evidence in 
this etymology. 

3. Starostin——Dybo—Mudrak |.(2003:544— 545) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*gilé (~ -i, -o) ‘to shine, to glitter’. 


Bomhard (no. 382) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Kartvelian, and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic root *gil- (~ *gel-): 
(vb.) *gil- ‘to glide, to slip, to slide’; 
(n.) *gil-a ‘gliding, sliding’; (adj.) ‘smooth, slippery’ 


Bomhard (no. 567) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Indo-European, Uralic, Chukchi-Kamchatkan, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root (Eurasiatic only) *cil- (~ *cel-): 
(vb.) *cil- ‘to shine, to glisten’; 
(n.) *cil-a ‘brilliance, shine’; (adj.) ‘shining, glistening, gleaming, brilliant’ 


*goHja ‘sunlight, dawn’: Indo-European *g¥heHi- ‘light, bright’ ~ Uralic *koja 
‘dawn’ ~ (?) Altaic [*gia- ‘dawn’]. Rejected. 


86. 


87. 


88. 


89. 
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Comments: 

1. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:553—554) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*gionu (= *gión'u) ‘dawn, daylight’. Clearly, this does not belong here. 

2. According to Beekes (2010.1I:1547), the etymology of Greek @atdc ‘grey; 
dark grey, blackish’ is unknown. He rejects comparison with Lithuanian 
giédras ‘clear’. However, he (2010.1I:1544) accepts the comparison of 
Greek gatdpdc ‘bright, clear, cheerful, joyous’ with Lithuanian gaidrus 
‘bright, clear’, gaidra ‘cloudless heaven, clear weather’, and giédras 
‘clear’. He posits derivation from Proto-Indo-European *gWhehzid-. 

3. Rédei (1986—1988:167) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Ugrian *koje ‘dawn, 
sunrise’, while Sammallahti (1988:543) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Ugrian 
*koji ‘dawn’. In terms of both phonology and semantics, it is difficult to 
reconcile this form with Proto-Indo-European *g”/ehzid-. 


*golHa ‘heart’: Kartvelian *gul- ‘heart’ ~ Altaic *gol(a) ‘core, middle, river 
source’. Rejected. 


Comment: Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:561) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*goblu ‘valley’ as the antecedent of the Altaic forms cited by Illi¢-Svityé: 
Proto-Mongolian *gow/ ‘river; river valley; center (pexa; joxuna peku; WeHTp)’; 
Proto-Turkic *Ko/ ‘valley (mommua)’. 


*gop‘a ‘empty’: Hamito-Semitic *gwP ‘empty’ ~ (?) Kartvelian *kwab- ‘cave, 
hole’ ~ Indo-European *geup- ‘cavity, hole’ ~ Uralic *koppa ‘empty; skull’ ~ 
Altaic *goba-/*gobi- ‘empty; a hollow’. Rejected. 


Comment: The sound correspondences do not work — Proto-Afrasian */g/ does 
not correspond to either Proto-Kartvelian */k(w)-/ or Indo-European */g-/ (= 
*/k’-/ under the glottalic model of Proto-Indo-European consonantism). Proto- 
Indo-European */-p-/ does not correspond to either Proto-Kartvelian */-b-/ or 
Proto-Altaic */-b-/. 


(?) *gotra ‘to search’: Hamito-Semitic *g(w){r ‘to search’ ~ Kartvelian [*g/o/r- 
‘to search’]. Rejected. 


Comment: The forms cited by Illič-Svityč from the Afrasian daughter 
languages cannot possibly all be related. 


*ou/nH/i ‘think’: Kartvelian *gwan-/*gon- ‘to think, to recall’ ~ Altaic *güni- 
‘to think, to be sad’. Strong. 


Comments: 

1. Klimov (1964:63—64 and 1998:31), Fahnrich (2007:109—110), and 
Fahnrich—Sardshweladse (1995:87—88) reconstruct Proto-Kartvelian 
*gon- ‘to think, to remember’. 
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90. 


91. 


2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:571—572) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*güno ‘to think’. 


Bomhard (no. 394) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Kartvelian, Uralic, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *gun- (~ *gon-): 
(vb.) *gun- ‘to perceive, to notice’; 
(n.) *gun-a ‘notice, memory, mind, perception, remembrance, recollection’ 


*eurHa ‘antelope, male antelope’: Hamito-Semitic *g(w)rH ‘antelope, male 
antelope’ ~ Dravidian *kur- ‘antelope, deer’ ~ Altaic [*güra ‘male antelope’ ]. 
Strong. 


Comment: Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:574—575) reconstruct Proto- 
Altaic *guri (~ -o-, -7-, -e) ‘deer, game’. 


Bomhard (no. 400) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *guw- (~ *gow-): 

(vb.) *guw- ‘to hunt wild animals’; 

(n.) *guw-a ‘wild animal, wild beast, game’; (adj.) ‘wild, untamed’ 
Extended form: 

(vb.) *guw-V-r- ‘to hunt wild animals’; 

(n.) *guw-r-a ‘wild animal, wild beast, game’; (adj.) ‘wild, untamed’ 


Notes: 

1. The unextended stem is preserved in Ancient Egyptian: gw ‘(wild) bull’. 

2. The Afrasian (Cushitic and Chadic) and Indo-European forms are 
deverbatives: *guw-V-r-. 


(Descriptive) *gura ‘to swallow’: Hamito-Semitic *g(w)r ‘to swallow; throat’ ~ 
(?) Indo-European *g¥erh¥- ‘to swallow’ ~ Uralic *kurka ‘throat’ ~ Dravidian 
*kura- ‘throat’. Possible. 


Comment: The Afrasian evidence listed by Illic-Svityé does not belong here. 
Proto-Afrasian */g/ does not correspond to Proto-Indo-European */g/ (= */k^w- 
/ under the glottalic model of Proto-Indo-European consonantism). Rather, it 
corresponds to  Proto-Indo-European  */gh/ (see the table of sound 
correspondences in Bomhard, vol. 1, Chapter 12). The Afrasian evidence 
should be replaced with the following Semitic forms: 


Semitic: South Arabian: Sheri / Jibbali kerd ‘throat’; Harsüsi kard ‘throat’; 
Mehri kard ‘voice, throat’. 


92. 


93. 


94. 
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Bomhard (no. 595) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Kartvelian, Indo-European, and 
Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *q ""ur- (~ *q’Wor-): 
(vb.) *q Yur- ‘to swallow’; 
(n.) *q Yur-a ‘neck, throat’ 


*güpA ‘to bend’: Hamito-Semitic *g(w)b/*k(w)P ‘bend, protuberance’ ~ Indo- 
European *gheub- ‘bend, curved, crooked’ ~ Altaic *gübä-/*göbä- ‘bent, 
bulging’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. The Indo-European form should be removed. Proto-Indo-European */b/ (= 
*/p’/ under the glottalic model of Proto-Indo-European consonantism) does 
not correspond to Proto-Afrasian */b/ or Altaic */b/ and is certainly not 
derived from Proto-Nostratic */p/. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:566—567) include the Mongolian forms 
cited by Illic-Svityé under the following: Proto-Altaic *gop$ (= *gopi) ‘to 
beat, to hit’. Hence, the Altaic forms should also be removed. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 569) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Kartvelian, and Eskimo: 


Proto-Nostratic root *cub- (~ *cob-): 
(vb.) *cub- ‘to bend, to twist’; 
(n.) *cub-a ‘that which is twisted, bent, curved: hunch, wattle’ 


*oUjRd ‘wild beast’: Indo-European *ghuér- ‘(wild) beast’ ~ Altaic [*görä 
‘wild’ ]. Rejected. 


Comment: This entry was discussed under no. 90 above. 


*gUl'A ‘round, sphere’: Hamito-Semitic *g(w)/ ‘round, sphere, head’ ~ 
Kartvelian *gwar-/*gur- ‘round; to roll’ ~ (?) Indo-European *ghel- ‘round 
outgrowth, head’. Rejected. 


Comment: Proto-Kartvelian */r/ does not correspond to either Proto-Afrasian 
*/|/ or Proto-Indo-European */l/. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 585) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Dravidian, Kartvelian, Indo-European, and Chukchi-Kamchatkan: 
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95. 


96. 


97. 


Proto-Nostratic root *c""al- (~ *cwal-): 

(vb.) *c"al- ‘to curve, to bend, to roll; to be round’; 

(n.) *c"al-a ‘round object: circle, globe, sphere, ball, etc.’ 

Derivative: 

(n.) *c"al-a ‘head, skull’ 

In addition, Bomhard (no. 586) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form 
based upon evidence from Afrasian and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *c"al-a ‘head, skull’: 

Derivative of: 

(vb.) *c"al- ‘to curve, to bend, to roll; to be round’; 

(n.) *c"al-a ‘round object: circle, globe, sphere, ball, etc.’ 


*gUra ‘hot coals’: Hamito-Semitic *g(w)r ‘fire, coal’ ~ Indo-European *g¥her- 
‘to burn; hot, hot coals’ ~ (?) Altaic gur(a)- ‘hot coals; to catch fire’. Strong. 


Bomhard (no. 511) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Elamite, Indo-European, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *g"ir- (~ *g"er-): 
(vb.) *eVir- ‘to be or become hot, to warm’; 
(n.) *e"ir-a ‘heat, fire’ 


(?) *galpa ‘weak, feeble’: Indo-European *help- ‘weak’ ~ (?) Kartvelian 
[*valp- ‘weak’] ~ Altaic [*alba- ‘to be unable]. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Proto-Indo-European */h/ does not correspond to Proto-Kartvelian */y/. 

2. Proto-Altaic */b/ does not correspond to either Indo-European */p/ or 
Proto-Kartvelian */p/. 


(?) *garku ‘to bend’: Kartvelian *yrek(w)- ‘to bend, to twist’ ~ Indo-European 
*herk4- ‘bent, flexible’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

]. Proto-Indo-European */h/ does not correspond to Proto-Kartvelian */y/. 

2. There is absolutely no basis whatsoever for reconstructing a medial 
ejective */-k-/ (= */-k’-/) at the Nostratic level. The only reason for this 
reconstruction is an ad hoc sound law set up by Illic-Svityé. There is no 
evidence in the data cited by Illic-Svityé to support such a reconstruction. 
A methodologically rigorous approach to linguistic comparison demands 
strict adherence to established sound laws based upon the hard evidence 
provided by the languages being compared and avoidance of ad hoc 
proposals that ignore that evidence. 
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98. *guru ‘to flow, to pour’: Hamito-Semitic [*gwr ‘deep water’] ~ Kartvelian 
[*ywar-/*ywer- ‘to pour; flood’] ~ Dravidian *zr- ‘to melt, to fuse’ ~ Altaic 
*üRu- ‘to flow’. Rejected. 


Comments: 


l. 


2» 


Faulty sound correspondences are involved here. Proto-Nostratic initial 
*/g-/ is not lost in Dravidian and Altaic. 
The underlying root in the Semitic material cited by Illié-Svityé is *gVr-. 
The forms *g(w)r- ~ *g/y/r- are derivatives. On the origin of the */w/ ~ 
*/y/ root extensions, cf. Militarév 2005. Militarév refers to them as 
"triconsonantizers". He notes (2005:83): 


Though a triconsonantal root may show certain meaning difference from 
its biconsonantal match, a triconsonantizer has no semantic value of its 
own and does not cause any regular meaning shift. Formerly, any 
consonant may be classified as a triconsonantizer in a broader sense, if it 
meets the above conditions. However, I prefer to classify as tricon- 
sonantizers in Semitic and, most probably, other Afrasian languages only 
the following consonants: w, y, ? (and, with hesitations, much less common 
t, £, and A). All of them occur in the An-, In- and Auslaut position. 


99. *gama ‘darkness, night’: Hamito-Semitic [*gm ‘dark’] ~ Kartvelian *yam-(e) 
‘night’. Weak. 


Comments: 


l. 
2. 


Klimov (1998:220) reconstructs Proto-Kartvelian *yame- *last night". 

The underlying meanings of the Semitic forms cited by Illic-Svityé is: ‘(vb.) 
to cover, to hide, to conceal; (adj.) hidden, concealed, dark; (n.) darkness, 
obscurity, etc.’ as in the following Arabic forms: gamuda, gamada ‘to be 
hidden, to be concealed, to hide; to close (eye); to be obscure, dark, 
abstruse, recondite, difficult to comprehend; to make obscure, abstruse, 
recondite, difficult to comprehend’, gamid ‘hidden, concealed,; obscure, 
dark, ambiguous, abstruse, recondite, difficult to comprehend’, gamma ‘to 
cover, to veil, to conceal (something); to fill (someone) with sadness, pain, 
or grief; to pain, to grieve, distress’; gumma ‘grief, affliction, sorrow, 
distress, sadness, anxiety’; etc. Thus, the sense ‘(adj) dark; (n.) darkness’ is 
not the primary meaning but is derived from ‘to cover, to hide, to conceal’. 


100. *hawa ‘to desire passionately’: Hamito-Semitic */rwj ‘to desire passionately’ 
~ Indo-European *hey- ‘to desire passionately’ ~ Dravidian [*dv- ‘to desire 
passionately’ ]. Strong. 


Comments: 


1. In this entry, Illi¢-Svityé has correctly compared the initial laryngeal */h-/ 


(= */o4/ ~ */Ha/ ~ */h4/, etc.) in Proto-Indo-European with Proto-Semitic 
*/h-/. 
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2. The Ancient Egyptian form cited by Illié-Svityó should be removed. The 
Cushitic material, on the other hand, belongs here. 


Bomhard (no. 697) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic root *haw- (~ *haw-): 
(vb.) *haw- ‘to long for, to desire’; 
(n.) *haw-a ‘desire’ 


101. *haju ‘to live; life force’: Hamito-Semitic *Ajw ‘to live’ ~ Indo-European 
*heiu- ‘life force’ ~ (?) Altaic *ójü- ‘alive, life’. Strong. 


Comments: 

1. The Proto-Indo-European laryngeal involved here is */g2/ (= */H»/ ~ */hy/, 
etc.). It corresponds to Proto-Afrasian */h/ (IPA [h]). 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1043—1044) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*oje ‘life, age’. 


Bomhard (no. 733) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Altaic, Chukchi-Kamchatkan, and Indo-Euro- 
pean: 


Proto-Nostratic root *fay- (~ *hay-): 
(vb.) *fay- ‘to live, to be alive’; 

(n.) *hay-a ‘life, age’ 

Extended form: 

(vb.) *hay-V-w- ‘to live, to be alive’; 
(n.) *hay-w-a ‘life, age’ 


102. (?) *Ha ‘to become, to be’: Dravidian *a- ‘to become, to be’ ~ Altaic [*a- ‘to 
be’]. Rejected. 


Comment: Illié-Svityé was correct in putting a question mark before this entry. 
This is probably a chance resemblance. 


103. *Haja ‘to pursue, to chase’: Indo-European [*Hei- ‘to pursue, to cause evil’] ~ 
Uralic *aja- ‘to chase, to pursue, to flee’ ~ Altaic *aja- ‘to hunt, to bag game’. 
Weak. 


Comments: 

l. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:277—278) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *aja 
‘to go, to walk’. 

2. Rédei (1986—1988:4—5) reconstructs Proto-Uralic *aja- ‘to drive, to ride; 
to go, to travel; to chase away, to chase off, to drive away; to pursue’ 
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(semantics based upon Finnish). Aikio (2020:7—8) reconstructs Proto- 
Uralic *aja- ‘to drive, to chase’. In spite of claims that this form may be 
borrowed from Proto-Indo-European *Hzag- (= *H2ak’- according to the 
glottalic model of Proto-Indo-European consonantism), it is better to view 
this as a native Uralic word. 

3. The Proto-Indo-European laryngeal involved here is */oi/ (= */Hi/ ~ */hi/, 
etc.) 


As an alternative to Illič-Svityč’s proposal, Bomhard (no. 652) includes these 
forms in the following Proto-Nostratic etymology, reconstructed based upon 
evidence from  Afrasian, (?) Indo-European, Uralic, Altaic, Chukchi- 
Kamchatkan, and Eskimo: 


Proto-Nostratic root *?ay- (~ *Pay-): 
(vb.) *Pay- ‘to go, to proceed’; 
(n.) *?ay-a ‘journey’ 


Note: The Indo-European evidence is ambiguous. It could also be derived from 
the following Proto-Nostratic forms, reconstructed based upon evidence 
from Afrasian, Dravidian, (?) Indo-European, and Chukchi-Kamchatkan 
(cf. Bomhard, no. 673): 


Proto-Nostratic root *?iy- (~ *Pey-): 
(vb.) *Piy- ‘to come, to go’; 
(n.) *Piy-a ‘approach, arrival; path, way’ 


104. *Hala ‘forward edge’: Uralic *ala-, *alka- ‘beginning, forward edge’ ~ Altaic 
*al- ‘front’. Possible. 


Comments: 
1. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:284) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *á/a ‘front 
side’. 


2. Rédei (1986—1988:6—7) reconstruct Proto-Finno-Ugrian *alka- ‘(front or 
back) end, beginning; to begin, to start’. A comparable Proto-Uralic entry 
is not listed in either Sammallahti 1988 or Aikio 2020. 

3. Not in Bomhard (2021). 


105. *Hanga ‘to gape’: Uralic *aya/*dye ‘mouth, opening; to open’ ~ Dravidian 
*ank(a) ‘gape’ ~ Altaic *ana ‘gape, opened’. Strong. 


Comments: 

1. Aikio (2020:20—22) reconstructs Proto-Uralic *aya- ‘to open, to take off’, 
(2020:22—23) *ayi/*aya ‘opening, mouth’, (2020:23—24) *aymV- ‘to 
yawn, to gape open’, and (2020:24) *ayta- ‘to open, to take off’. See also 
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Rédei 1986—1988:11 *aya- ‘to open, 11—12 *age ‘opening’; 
Sammallahti 1988:542 Proto-Finno-Ugrian *dyi ‘mouth’. 
Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:304) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *aya ‘hole, 
crack, gape’. 


Bomhard (no. 695) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, Uralic, Altaic, and 
Eskimo: 


Proto-Nostratic root *hay- (~ *hag-): 
(vb.) *hag- ‘to split apart, to open (tr.); to gape, to open the mouth, to yawn’; 
(n.) *hay-a ‘opening: yawn, gape, mouth; hole; crack, crevice’ 


106. *Henka ‘to burn’: Indo-European *Heng- ‘to burn’ (*Hng-n-i- ‘fire’, etc.) ~ 
Uralic *egka- ‘to burn’. Possible. 


Comments: 


1. 


4. 


5. 


De Vaan (2008:297) derives Latin ignis ‘fire’ from Proto-Indo-European 
*hingw-ni- ‘(a) fire’, while Derksen (2015:478) derives Lithuanian ugnis 
‘fire’ from the same Proto-Indo-European form. Mayrhofer (1956—1980.I: 
18), on the other hand, reconstructs Proto-Indo-European *ng-ni-s ‘fire’, 
with a plain velar instead of a labiovelar, thus supporting Illič-Svityč’s 
reconstruction. The initial laryngeal is uncertain here — De Vaan and 
Derksen opt for */hi-/ (= */Hi-/ ~ */g1/). 

The Uralic forms are difficult to evaluate. Here, I am giving Illic-Svityé the 
benefit of the doubt, though, if this is a valid etymology, it should be 
revised as *Henka ‘to burn’, with medial ejective */-k-/ (= */-k’-/) based 
upon the Proto-Indo-European form *Hng-ni-s, which would be *Hnk’-ni-s 
according to the glottalic model of Proto-Indo-European consonantism. 
Illič-Svityč also mentions possible Dravidian cognates at the end of the 
entry. These are best left out of consideration. 

The limited attestation indicates that this entry can only be reconstructed as 
Proto-Indo-Uralic rather than as Proto-Nostratic. 

Not in Bomhard (2021). 


107. *Herá ‘to collapse’: Indo-European */er- ‘to collapse’ ~ Uralic *erd- ‘to 
collapse; part, portion’ ~ Dravidian *ir(a)-/*er- ‘to break apart’ ~ (?) Altaic 


[*ärü- ‘to disintegrate, to dissolve, to melt’]. Possible. 


Comments: 


1. 


The Indo-European material collected by Illi¢-Svityé is somewhat 
problematic. For example, De Vaan (2008:514) does not endorse any of 
the proposals concerning the etymology of Latin rarus ‘of loose structure, 
sparse, rare’, while Beekes (2010.1:456—457), in agreement with Illic- 
Svityé, derives Greek épfjptoc ‘lonely, uninhabited, deserted’ from Proto- 
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Indo-European */ur(e)hi- ‘loose, rare, separate’. In view of the most viable 
evidence from the Indo-European daughter languages, it seems preferable 
to assign a meaning of ‘to separate, to break apart’ (‘omatb’) to the Proto- 
Indo-European form rather than ‘to collapse, to fall down’ (‘pasBanu- 
BaTbCa’). 

2. From what has already been discussed in this review, in addition to what 
will follow below, it should be completely obvious that Illi¢-Svityé 
displays a rather superficial understanding of the Proto-Indo-European 
laryngeals. This is rather surprising given that most of the details 
concerning the Laryngeal Theory had already been worked out (by 
Kurylowicz, Benveniste, Couvreur, and Sturtevant, to name the most 
important scholars) well before Illic-Svityé began his work on Nostratic. 

3. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:590) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *ire ‘to 
melt’ to account for the Turkic forms cited by Illic-Svityé. This is closer to 
Proto-Dravidian "ir(a)-/*er- ‘to break apart’ (cf. Burrow—Emeneau 
1984:51, no. 520) in form, though the semantic differences are harder to 
reconcile. 

4. The Uralic forms cited by Illi¢-Svityé also point to derivation from a Proto- 
Uralic form meaning ‘to separate, to break apart’ rather than ‘to collapse’ 
(cf. Finnish eri ‘separate, different; several, various, sundry’, erotan ‘to 
separate, to divide, to part, to sever, to disjoin’, ero ‘parting, separation; 
difference’, erä ‘part, portion, share’, etc.). 

5. Not in Bomhard (2021). However, as an alternative proposal to Illic- 
Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 641) reconstructs the following Proto- 
Nostratic forms based upon evidence from Dravidian and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic root *?ar- (~ *?Par-): 
(vb.) *Par- ‘to cut (off, apart), to sever, to separate, to part asunder’; 
(n.) *?ar-a ‘half, side, part’; (adj.) “severed, separated, parted, disjoined’ 


108. *Herd ‘male’: Dravidian *ér- ‘male’ ~ Altaic *erá ‘male, man’. Possible. 


Comment: Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:312) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *ari 
(~ *éra) ‘man’. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 642) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Elamite, Indo-European. (?) Uralic, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *?ar-a ‘male, man, husband’ 


109. *H/i/mi ‘to suck, to swallow’: Uralic *ime- ‘to suck’ ~ Altaic *dma ‘to suck, 
to swallow’. Strong. 
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Comments: 

1. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:505—506) reconstruct  Proto-Altaic 
*emV (~ *ami) ‘to suck’ > Proto-Mongolian *em-Kü- ‘to swallow; to bite, 
to chew’, Proto-Turkic *em-ig, *em-cek ‘breast (fem.); to suck; nipple’. 

2. Aikio reconstructs (2010:59—60) Proto-Uralic *imi- ‘to suck’ and 
(2010:60) (?) Proto-Uralic *imćä ‘breast’. 

3. Dolgopolsky (2008:213—214, no. 134) reconstructs Proto-Nostratic 
*Cim[é] ‘to suck, to swallow’. 


Bomhard (no. 762) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Uralic, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *fim- (~ *fem-): 
(vb.) *fim- ‘to suck, to swallow’; 
(n.) *fim-a ‘the act of sucking, swallowing; breast, nipple, teat’ 


110. (?) *HEnPa ‘navel’: Kartvelian *mp-e ‘navel’ ~ Indo-European *henbh- 


/*hnebh- ‘navel’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Proto-Kartvelian */m/ does not correspond to Proto-Indo-European */n/, 
and Proto-Kartvelian */p/ does not correspond to Proto-Indo-European 
*/bh/. 

2. The Proto-Indo-European form may be a borrowing from Northwest 
Caucasian or vice versa — note the following: 


A. Proto-Indo-European (*neb^-/)*nob^- ‘navel’: Sanskrit nabhi-h ‘navel’; 
Old High German naba ‘nave, hub (of a wheel)’; Old Prussian nabis 
‘navel’; etc. 

B. Proto-Circassian *naba ‘belly’: BZedux naba ‘belly’; Kabardian naba 


‘belly’. Note also: Temirgoy naba3'a ‘navel’; Kabardian banza ‘navel’; 
Abaza/Tapanta bənz'a ‘navel’; Ubykh nab25' ‘navel’. 


111. *Hi particle indicating past tense: Hamito-Semitic *(H)j particle indicating 


past tense ~ Kartvelian *-e/*-i suffix of aorist ~ Indo-European *he- particle 
indicating past tense (augment) ~ Uralic *-i- suffix of past tense ~ Dravidian 
*-j- suffix of past tense. Weak. 


Comment: Bomhard (vol. 1, Chapter 17, 817.4) proposes that a series of 
"formative vowels" are to be reconstructed for verbal stems in Proto-Nostratic 
and that they may have been aspect markers, as follows: 


The formative vowels found in verbal stems may have been aspect markers, as 
Zaborski has tried to show for Omotic (cited in Bender 2000:217). Here, 
according to Zaborski, the patterning was as follows: a marks present 
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(imperfective), i ~ e mark past (perfective), and u ~ o mark subordinate. 
Though originally supportive of Zaborski's views, Bender later became 
skeptical, pointing out that he finds the consonantal markers to be more 
significant. Indeed, for Omotic or even Afrasian, this is what we would expect. 
But Zaborski's views are not so easily dismissed. What he may have uncovered 
is a more archaic pattern, as Bender himself admits. In Finno-Ugrian, the 
ending *-i- shows up as a past tense marker (cf. Collinder 1960:305—307 and 
1965:132—134; Décsy 1990:76). Likewise in Dravidian, where the suffix *-i- 
is one of several used to mark past tense (cf. Krishnamurti 2003:296—298). 
These may ultimately be derived from a perfective marker *-i-. 


112. *Hir'a ‘to drag, to pull’: Dravidian *ir-/*ir- ‘to drag, to pull’ ~ Altaic *ir'a- ‘to 
drag, to pull’. Strong. 


Comments: 


l. 


Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:592—593) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *iu 
(= *ir’u) ‘trace, furrow’. They also note that Tsintsius (1975—1977.I: 
323—324: MP- II Bonounts) lists Proto-Tungus *ir- ‘to draw, to drag, to 
haul, to pull, to tow, etc.’ (< ‘to leave a trace’). 

Burrow—Emeneau (1984:49, no. 504) show both initial short and long 
vowels in the Dravidian forms they cite: Tamil iru (-pp-, -tt-) ‘to draw, to 
pull, to drag along the ground, to attract (as a magnet), to wheedle, to draw 
out, to stretch out, to draw into (as a whirlpool), to engulf, to absorb; to 
have convulsions’; Malayalam irukka ‘to draw, to take off clothes’; 
Kannada ir, ir, ere ‘to pull, to drag, to attract, to take away by force’; 
Konda rris- (-t-) ‘to pull, to drag’; etc. 

Though not in Bomhard, both the sound correspondences and semantics 
proposed by Illič-Svityč are solid. 


113. *HoKi ‘point, spike’: Indo-European *Hek- ‘point, spike’ ~ Altaic *oki ‘arrow, 
extremity’. Strong. 


Comments: 


1. 


2; 


Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1046) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *ok@ (= 
*ók^a) ‘sharp point, notch’. 

Beekes (2010.1:47, L:50—51, 1:52) reconstructs Proto-Indo-European 
*hoek- and (2020.11:1066) *hzok-ri-, while Mallory—Adams (1997:509) 
reconstruct Proto-Indo-European *hzek- ‘sharp, pointed’. And so on, and so 
forth. Altogether, the consensus appears to be that the initial laryngeal in 
Proto-Indo-European was */22-/ (= */H2-/, */hz-/). 

This is another case where the forms cited from the daughter languages 
provide absolutely no evidence whatsoever for reconstructing an ejective at 
the Proto-Nostratic level. Consequently, though the etymology itself is 
acceptable, the Proto-Nostratic reconstruction proposed by Illi¢-Svityé, 
with a medial ejective */-K-/, is baseless. 
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Bomhard (no. 738) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Indo-European, Uralic, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic (Eurasiatic only) (n.) *AioK^-a ‘sharp point’. 


114. *Homsa ‘meat’: Indo-European *(H)méms- ‘meat’ ~ Uralic *omsa ‘meat’ ~ (?) 


Dravidian *inc- ‘meat’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. There is no evidence for an initial laryngeal in the Proto-Indo-European 
form (cf. Gamkrelidze—Ivanov 1995.1:604; Watkins 1985:41; Mallory— 
Adams 1997:374—375; etc.). 

2. The Dravidian form does not belong here. 


115. (?) *HonCa ‘end, edge’: Uralic *onéa ‘end, forward edge, front’ ~ Altaic 


[*uc(a) ‘tip, point’]. Rejected. 


Comments: 

l. Illič-Svityč was right in putting a question mark before this entry. While 
the semantics are acceptable, the sound correspondences are flawed. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1482) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *üc4 (= 
*iic^i) ‘end, edge’. 


116. *Hord ‘to rise’: Indo-European *H¥er- ‘to raise, to rise, to move’ ~ (?) 


Dravidian *ér- ‘to rise’ ~ Altaic *or/a/-/*órd- ‘to rise, to enter’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. The Dravidian form should be removed. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1065) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *ori (= 
*or]) ‘to rise up’, with */-f-/ (= */-rY-/) instead of */-r-/. 

3. There is no basis for reconstructing an initial labialized laryngeal */H¥-/ in 
Proto-Indo-European. 


Bomhard (no. 677) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Indo-European, Yukaghir, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *?or)-: 

(vb.) *2or?- ‘to rise (up)’; 

(n.) *20r?-a ‘rising movement or motion’ 

Extended form: 

(vb.) *?or’-V-g- ‘to climb on, to mount, to copulate (with)’; 
(n.) *20r?-g-a ‘mounting, copulation’ 


117. (?) *Hosa ‘poplar’: Indo-European *H¥es- ‘poplar’ ~ Uralic *oska ‘poplar’. 


Possible. 
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Comments: 


l. 


There is no basis for reconstructing an initial labialized laryngeal */H¥-/ in 
Proto-Indo-European. As shown by the Hittite cognate, the laryngeal 
involved was */g2-/ (= */H»-/, */ha-/): Hittite hassik(ka)- ‘a tree and its fruit’ 
(?). Related forms include: Greek ó£ón (< *óok[s]o- ?) ‘a kind of beech- 
tree’; Armenian haci ‘ash-tree’; Albanian ah (< *oska) ‘beech-tree’, ashe 
‘holly’; Latin ornus (< *os-en-os) ‘mountain-ash’; Old Irish (h)uinn-ius 
‘ash-tree’; Old Icelandic askr ‘ash-tree’; Swedish ask ‘ash-tree’; Old 
English asc ‘ash-tree’; North Frisian esk ‘ash-tree’; Dutch esch ‘ash-tree’; 
Old High German ask ‘ash-tree’ (New High German Esche); Old Prussian 
woasis 'ash-tree'; Lithuanian uosis (< *os-) ‘ash-tree’; Russian jdasen' 
[acens] ‘ash-tree’. 

Rédei (1986—1988:812) derives the Uralic forms cited by Illic-Svityé 
from Proto-Uralic *wakstsre (*wokstsre). On the other hand, the Uralic 
forms cited by Illié-Svityé may be loans from Indo-European (cf. Collinder 
1955:138—139 and 1977:149; Joki 1973:333). 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 727) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon evidence from (?) 
Dravidian, Indo-European, and (?) Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic root */ias"- (~ */ias"-) (used as the base to designate various 


tree names): 


(n.) */ias"-a ‘a tree and its fruit’ 


118. *HuKa ‘eye; to see’: Indo-European *H¥ek¥- ‘eye; to see’ ~ Altaic *uka- ‘to 
notice, to understand’. Strong. 


Comments: 


l. 


There is no basis for reconstructing an initial labialized laryngeal */H¥-/ in 
Proto-Indo-European. According to Beekes (2010.1I:1118), the laryngeal 
was */93-/ (= */Hs-/, */hs-/), without labialization. He reconstructs Proto- 
Indo-European */isek"- ‘to see’. 

The Latin form cited by Illié-Svityé (okulus) is a typographical error — it 
should be oculus ‘eye’. 

Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1490—1491) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*uku (= *uk'u) ‘to understand, to look into’. 

This is another case where the forms cited from the daughter languages 
provide absolutely no evidence whatsoever for reconstructing an ejective at 
the Proto-Nostratic level. Consequently, though the etymology itself is 
acceptable, the Proto-Nostratic reconstruction proposed by Illi¢-Svityé, 
with a medial ejective */-K-/, is baseless. 

Not in Bomhard (2021). 
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119. 


*Huwa ‘flow of water’: Uralic *uwa ‘current, flow’ ~ Altaic *u(a) ‘water, 
wave’. Rejected. 


Comment:  Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak  (2003:1285—1286) derive the 
Mongolian forms cited by Illié-Svityé from Proto-Altaic *siuba (~ -u) ‘water’. 
They explain the Mongolian forms as having originated through dissimilation: 
*u-su- < *su-su- (< *sub-su-). 


120. (?) *Hüta ‘rest period’: Uralic *üta/*jüta ‘evening, night" ~ Altaic *tidd ‘rest 


121. 


time (day or night)’. Rejected. 


Comment: According to Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1042), the Altaic 
forms cited by Illič-Svityč go back to Proto-Altaic *odi (~ -e) ‘day, time’, 
which clearly cannot be related to the Uralic forms he cites. 


*?a demonstrative pronoun indicating distant object, ‘that’: Hamito-Semitic 
*//a demonstrative pronoun ~ Kartvelian *(h)a demonstrative pronoun 
indicating nearby object ~ Indo-European *he-n- demonstrative particle ~ 
Uralic *a-/*o- demonstra-tive pronoun indicating distant object ~ Dravidian 
*q@ demonstrative pronoun indi-cating distant object ~ (?) Altaic [*a-/*o- 
*that"]. Strong. 


Comments: 

]. Proto-Nostratic */?/ does not become */h/ in either Proto-Indo-European or 
Proto-Kartvelian. 

2. The Indo-European material cited by Illič-Svityč does not belong here. 
Instead, the following material from Indo-European should be included (cf. 
Bomhard, no. 614): 


Proto-Indo-European demonstrative stem *?e-/*?o-, *Pey-/*Poy-/*?i- (< 
* De-[* Do----y/i-): Sanskrit aydm ‘this’ (gen. sg. m./n. a-syd, á-sya; f. a-syah, 
idám ‘this’, (f.) ivám ‘she, this’, d-tah ‘from this, hence’ (< *e-to-s), (n.) 
e-tat ‘this, this here’, ihá ‘here’ (Pali idha ‘here, in this place, in this 
connection, now’), e-sá (f. e-sa) ‘this’; Old Persian a- ‘this’, aita- ‘this’, 
ima- ‘this’, iyam this’, ida ‘here’; Avestan a- ‘this’, aétat ‘this’, ima- ‘this’, 
ida ‘here’; Hittite enclitic demonstrative particle (nom. sg.) -as, (acc. sg.) 
-an, (n. sg.) -at ‘he, she, it’; (dat. sg.) e-di, i-di, e-da-ni ‘to or for him, her, 
it’; Latin is, ea, id ‘he, she, it; this or that person or thing’; Oscan eiso- 
‘this’; Umbrian (dat. sg.) esmei ‘to this, to it’; Old Irish é ‘he, they’, ed ‘it’; 
Gothic anaphoric pronoun is ‘he’, ita ‘it’; Old Icelandic relative particle es 
(later er) ‘who, which, what’; Old Saxon et, it ‘it’; Old High German er, ir 
‘he’, ez, iz ‘it? (New High German er ‘he’, es ‘it’); Lithuanian jis (< *is) 
‘he’. 
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Bomhard (no. 614) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Kartvelian, Indo-European, Uralic, 
Altaic, Gilyak / Nivkh, and Etruscan (see below, no. 134): 


Proto-Nostratic demonstrative stems (originally deictic particles): 


Proximate: *Di- (~ *Pe-) ‘this’; 
Intermediate: *Pu- (~ *20-) ‘that’; 
Distant: *Da- (~ *?a-) ‘that yonder, that over there’ 


Note: These stems regularly combined with other deictic particles: *?a/i/ut+na-, 
* Da/i/u *- Xa-,* Pa/Tu--ma-,* ?a/i/u+třa-, *Pa/i/utkta-, *Pa/i/utya-, etc. 


122. *?a formant of verbal constructions ~ Hamito-Semitic *?-/*-? formant of 
dever-bative nouns ~ Kartvelian *(h)a-/*-a formant of deverbative nouns ~ 
Indo-European *-o- suffix of deverbative nouns — Dravidian -a suffix of 
participles and deverbative nouns. Weak. 


Comments: 

1. I have rated this entry as “weak” because it appears that Illi¢-Svityé has 
confused different grammatical markers here, some of which can be 
compared, some not, and because Illic-Svityé failed to grasp the correct 
morphological function of this formant. Thus, this entry cannot stand as 
written. 

2. The Afrasian material should be completely removed, as should the Proto- 
Kartvelian prefixed */(h)a-/. 

3. Bomhard (vol. 1, Chapter 17, 817.5) has proposed that a series of terminal 
vowels are to be reconstructed for Proto-Nostratic and that these terminal 
vowels are morphologically significant: 


During the earliest period of Proto-Nostratic, roots could only have the forms: 
(a) *CV- and (b) *CVC-. Type (a) was restricted to pronominal stems and 
indeclinables, while type (b) characterized nominal and verbal stems. A single 
derivational suffix could be placed after root type (b): *CVC+C (derivational 
suffix [DS]). Grammatical relationships were indicated by placing particles 
either after the undifferentiated stem or after the stem plus a derivational suffix: 
(a) *CVC + CV (particle [P]) or (b) *CVC+C (derivational suffix [DS]) + CV 
(particle [P]). In nominal stems, a morphologically significant terminal vowel 
(TV) had to be added directly after the root, while in verbal stems, a formative 
vowel (FV) had to be added between the root and any following element, be it 
derivational suffix or particle; thus, we get the following patterns: 


(a) (noun stem) *CVC(--Cps)* Vry (plus particle): *CVC(+Cps)+Vry + CVp 
(b) (verb stem) *CVC+Vry(+Cops) (plus particle): *CVC+Vry(+Cps) + CVp 
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123. 


The derivational suffixes were derivational rather than grammatical in that they 
either changed the grammatical category of a word or affected its meaning 
rather than its relation to other words in a sentence. 

These terminal vowels may be roughly comparable to the suffixed grammatical 
formants that Illié-Svityé envisioned, though with different functions. Bomhard 
(vol. 1, Chapter 17, §17.5) assumes the following patterning existed in early 
Proto-Nostratic for the terminal vowels in noun stems: 


1. *-u was used to mark the subject (the agent) in active constructions — 
these subjects “perform, effect, instigate, and control events” (Mithun 
1991:538); 

2. *-i indicated possession; 

3. *-a was used to mark: 


(a) The direct object (the patient) of transitive verbs; 

(b) The subject (“non-agent subject" [= the patient]) in stative construc- 
tions — these subjects are “affected; things happen or have happened 
to them”, just like direct objects (Mithun 1991:538); 

(c) The so-called “status indeterminatus". 


* "al'a ‘food’: Hamito-Semitic *?/ ‘fat, fatty food’ ~ Indo-European *hel- ‘feed, 
breed’ ~ Dravidian *a/(a) ‘fat, strength’ ~ Altaic *al'(a)- ‘food’. Rejected. 


Comments: 
1. Here again, Proto-Nostratic */?/ does not become */h/ in Proto-Indo- 
European. 


2. The material cited by Illié-Svityé does not form a coherent etymology. 

3. A totally different Proto-Indo-European stem should be included: Proto- 
Indo-European *2:el- [*2:al-] ‘to grow, to be strong’ (*/2»/ = */H»/, */h»/) 
(cf. Walde 1927—1932.1:86—87; Pokorny 1959:26—27; Rix 2001:262; 
Mallory—Adams 1997:258; etc.). 

4. The Afrasian material cited by Illié-Svityé should be removed and replaced 
by the following (cf. Bomhard, no. 711): 


Proto-Afrasian *Aal- ‘to grow, to be strong’: Proto-Semitic */ial-am- ‘to 
grow, to be strong’ > Arabic halama ‘to attain puberty’; Hebrew halam ‘to 
be healthy, strong’; Syriac halim ‘healthy, firm’. Proto-Semitic *fal-ak’- 
‘to grow (up)’ > Geez / Ethiopic halka ‘to grow, to grow up, to increase’. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 711) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Dravidian, and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic root *hal’- (~ *hal)-): 
(vb.) *fal’- ‘to grow, to be strong’; 


A CRITICAL REVIEW OF VOLS. 1 & 2 OF ILLIC-SVITYC’S NOSTRATIC DICTIONARY 57 


(n.) *hal’-a ‘health, strength, power’; (adj.) ‘healthy, strong, powerful; grown, 


great, large’ 


124. *?amu ‘morning, daylight’: (7) Hamito-Semitic *?mr ‘daylight; to see’ ~ Indo- 
European *hém- ‘day’ ~ Uralic *ama-/*oma- (< *amo-) ‘morning’. Rejected. 


Comment: Here again, Proto-Nostratic */?/ does not become */h/ in Proto-Indo- 
European. 


125. (Descriptive) *?anqa ‘to breathe’: Hamito-Semitic [*?nh ‘to sigh’] ~ Indo- 
European *henH- ‘to breathe’. Rejected. 


Comments: 


1. 


2 


Here again, Proto-Nostratic */?/ does not become */h/ in Proto-Indo- 
European. 

Though the Semitic evidence cited by Illi¢-Svityé must be removed, the 
Egyptian/Coptic forms are correct. Even between Semitic and Egyptian/ 
Coptic, Illi¢-Svityé has proposed faulty sound correspondences: Semitic 
*/?/ does not correspond to Egyptian /¢/ (= ..;)) — the usual corres- 
pondence is to Egyptian A/ (= N) ~ /i/ €). 


As an alternative proposal to Illic-Svityé&'s etymology, Bomhard (no. 752) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian (Egyptian/Coptic), Indo-European, and Eskimo: 


Proto-Nostratic root *fan- (~ *£an-): 
(vb.) *£an- ‘to breathe, to respire, to live’; 
(n.) *€an-a ‘life, breath’ 


126. *Parba ‘to practice witchcraft’: Hamito-Semitic [*?rb ‘to be clever, prudent’ | 
~ Uralic *arpa- ‘to practice witchcraft; magical equipment of sorcerer’ ~ 
Altaic [*arba- ‘to practice witchcraft’ ]. Rejected. 


Comments: 


l. 


For Afrasian, Illi¢-Svityé only cites material from Semitic, and, even there, 
the meanings assigned to the forms cited are not even close to the 
meanings of the forms cited from Uralic and Altaic: Arabic ?ariba ‘to be 
skillful, to be proficient’, ?irba ‘skill, resourcefulness, cleverness, 
smartness’. The underlying root here is *rVb-: cf. the related Arabic rabba 
(with reduplicated /b/) ‘to be master, to be lord, to have possession (of); to 
control, to have command or authority (over)’. For comparison with the 
Hebrew ?araf (with /?-/ first radical = “triconsonantizer” [cf. Militarév 
2005]) ‘to lie in ambush, to lie in wait for’ cited by Illič-Svityč, cf. Arabic 
rabasa (with /-s-/ third radical) ‘to wait for, to look, to watch, to be on the 
lookout (for); to lurk, to lie in wait, to waylay, to ambush; etc.’; Tamüdic 
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wrb (with /w-/ first radical = “triconsonantizer” [cf. Militarév 2005]) ‘to lie 
in ambush'. And so on, and so forth. Thus, the Semitic material should be 
removed. 

Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:313— 314) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *ar- 
‘witchcraft, craft’. Illi¢-Svityé only cites Turkic forms (he reconstructs 
Proto-Turkic *arba- ‘to cast spells’), while Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak 
base their etymology on forms from Tungusic and Mongolian as well as 
Turkic. They also note that Middle Mongolian arba- ‘to cast spells’ is a 
loan from Turkic. 

Rédei (1986—1988) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Ugrian *arpa ‘to practice 
magic, soothsaying, fortune-telling; sorcerer, magician, soothsayer, 
fortune-teller’. The Uralic material cited by Illič-Svityč may be borrowed 
from Turkic. 


127. *?aSa ‘fire’: Hamito-Semitic *?s ‘fire’ ~ Indo-European *hes- ‘hearth; dry’ ~ 
Altaic [*aSa-] ‘ignite’. Possible. 


Comments: 


1. 


The Afrasian material cited by Illič-Svityč does not belong here. A better 
comparison would be with Arabic (redublicated) hashasa ‘to place meat on 
the coals’. Note: Orél—Stolbova (1995: 275, no. 1244) reconstruct Proto- 
Afro-asiatic *has- *to roast". 

Here again, Proto-Nostratic */?/ does not become */h/ in Proto-Indo- 
European. 

Hittite (acc. sg.) ha-as-sa-an ‘hearth’, (nom sg.) ha-a-as ‘ashes (in pl.); 
soda ash, potash, soap' show that the Proto-Indo-European laryngeal 
involved here is */g2/ (= */H»/, */h2/). This means that, if the Proto-Indo- 
European form is to be included here, as it must be, then Illi¢-Svityé’s 
reconstruction of an initial */?-/ in the Proto-Nostratic form is mistaken. 
Rédei (1986—1988:27) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Ugrian *ds3- ‘to heat up; 
to be hot, warm'. 

Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak | (2003:316—317) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*ase- (~ *pC) ‘to catch fire; hot’. 


Bomhard (no. 726) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Indo-European, Uralic, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *fas- (~ *has-): 
(vb.) *fas- ‘to burn, to be hot’; 
(n.) *fias-a ‘cinder, ember, ashes; heat’ 


128. *Pdla particle of categorical negation: Hamito-Semitic *?//*/? prohibitive and 
negative particle ~ (?) Kartvelian [*ar(a) particle of categorical negation] ~ 
Uralic *dla/*ela 2nd person singular imperative of negative verb ~ Dravidian 
*al(a)- negative verb ~ (?) Altaic [*ülä- negative verb]. Strong. 
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Comments: 

1. The Kartvelian material does not belong here. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1493) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *ule (~ -i) 
negative particle. 

3. Only found in Hittite in Indo-European: Hittite /i-e element used with the 
present indicative to express a negative command. The Hittite form is 
isolated within Indo-European. Many scholars take it to be from Proto- 
Indo-European *ne, but this is disputed by Kloekhorst (2008:523). 


Bomhard (no. 628) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, Uralic, Altaic, 
Chukchi-Kamchatkan, and Gilyak / Nivkh: 


Proto-Nostratic root *?al- (~ *?al-) (perhaps also *?el-, *?ul-): 
(vb.) *Pal- ‘to be not so-and-so or such-and-such’; 
(n.) *Pal-a ‘nothing’ 


Originally a negative verb stem meaning ‘to be not so-and-so or such-and-such’ 
— later used in some branches as a negative particle. 


129. *?e negative particle: Hamito-Semitic *?j negative and prohibitive particle ~ 
Uralic *e- negative verb (indicative stem) ~ Dravidian *-a-/*-e- infix of 
negative form of verb — Altaic *e- negative verb. Strong. 


Comments: 
1. The Proto-Afrasian form should be removed. 
2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:488) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *e ‘not’. 


Bomhard (no. 656) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Uralic, Altaic, Chukchi-Kamchatkan, and Etruscan: 


Proto-Nostratic negative particle *?e ‘no, not’. 


130. *Peja ‘to arrive, to come’: Hamito-Semitic *2j ‘to arrive, to come’ ~ Indo- 
European *hei- ‘to go’ ~ Dravidian *ej- ‘to arrive, to approach’ ~ Altaic *i- 
‘to arrive, to enter’. Strong. 


Comments: 
1. The Proto-Indo-European laryngeal involved here is */g1/ (7 */H1/, */hi/). 
2. The Proto-Altaic form should be removed. 


Bomhard (no. 673) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, and Chukchi- 
Kamchatkan: 
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Proto-Nostratic root *?iy- (~ *Pey-): 
(vb.) *Piy- ‘to come, to go’; 
(n.) *Piy-a ‘approach, arrival; path, way’ 


Note also (Bomhard, no. 652): 
(vb.) *Pay- ‘to go, to proceed’; 
(n.) *?ay-a ‘journey’ 


131. *Pela ‘to live’: Hamito-Semitic *?(j)/ ‘to be, to exist; settlement’ ~ Uralic 


*eld- ‘to live’ ~ Dravidian *i//(?) *el- ‘dwelling, abode’ ~ Altaic *é/ 
‘settlement, peaceful life’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. The Altaic material should be removed. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak 
(2003:501) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *é/V ‘peace’. 

2. Aikio (2020:43—44) reconstructs Proto-Uralic *e/kio ‘to live / to go, to 
visit’ 

Bomhard (no. 667) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 


upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *?il- (~ *2el-): 
(vb.) *2il- ‘to live, to be alive; to be, to exist’; 
(n.) *Pil-a ‘dwelling, habitation, house’; (adj.) ‘living, alive, existing’ 


132. *Pesa ‘to settle a place, to be at a place’: Hamito-Semitic *?/s/*?jt ‘to arrive at 


a place, to be at a place, to be’ ~ Indo-European *hes- ‘to be’, *hés- ‘to sit’ ~ 
Uralic *esA ‘to settle a place; place, site’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. The Afrasian material cited by Illic-Svityé should be removed. Too many 
ad hoc explanations are required to try and make it fit in. 

2. Rédei (1986—1988:18—19) reconstructs Proto-Uralic *ase ‘to put, to 
place, to set’, while Aikio (2010:48—49) reconstructs Proto-Uralic *eci ‘to 
set’, *eci-w- ‘camp’. See also Collinder 1944:26; Joki 1973:252—253. I 
prefer the traditional reconstruction (Rédei, Collinder, Joki; etc.). 

3. The Proto-Indo-European form *a;es- ‘to be’ probably does not belong 
here, while *a;és- ‘to put, to place, to set; to sit, to be seated’ does. It is 
universally agreed that the Proto-Indo-European laryngeal involved is */g1/ 
(= */HV/, */hi/). The semantic range assigned to the Proto-Indo-European 
form here is reflected in Hittite (3rd sg. pres.) e-es-zi, a-as-zi ‘to set, to sit, 
to beset, to do’. In the other Indo-European daughter languages, it has been 
specialized in the meaning ‘to sit, to be seated’: Greek Ñoto ‘to sit, to be 
seated’; Sanskrit aste ‘to sit, to sit down’; Avestan áste ‘to sit’. 
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Bomhard (no. 646) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Indo-European, and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *2as»- (~ *?as)-): 
(vb.) *?as¥- ‘to put, to place, to set; to sit, to be seated’; 
(n.) *2as"-a ‘place, seat’; (adj.) “put, placed, set, established’ 


133. *PEma ‘to seize, to take’: Hamito-Semitic *?m- ‘to seize, to take’ ~ Indo- 
European *hem- ‘to take’. Strong. 


Comment: The Proto-Indo-European laryngeal involved is */g1/ (= */Hi/, */hi/). 
This laryngeal is commonly interpreted as a glottal stop */?/ (cf. Bomhard, 
Chapter 4, §4.1). Thus, the Proto-Indo-European form is better reconstructed as 
*Pem-/*?m - ‘to take, to obtain’. This is supported by the following evidence 
from the Indo-European daughter languages (with references): 


Proto-Indo-European *?em-/*?im- ‘to take, to obtain’: Latin emo ‘to purchase, to 
buy’; Umbrian (past. ptc.) emps ‘taken’; Old Irish -em- in ar-fo-em-at ‘they 
take’; Lithuanian imu, imti ‘to take, to accept, to receive, to get’; Old Church 
Slavic imo, jeti ‘to take’. Pokorny 1959:310—311 *em-, *.m- ‘to take’; Walde 
1927—1932.1:124—125 *em-; Rix 1998a:209—210 *h,em- ‘to take’; Mann 
1984—1987:240 *emo (*imo, *mo) ‘to take, to get’; Watkins 1985:17 *em- and 
2000:23 *em- ‘to take, to distribute’; Mallory—Adams 1997:564 *h,em- ‘to 
take, to distribute’; Gamkrelidze—Ivanov 1984.1I:754 *em- and 1995.1:187, 
1:194, 1:657 *em- ‘to take, to have’; De Vaan 2008:188—189; Walde— 
Hofmann 1965—1972.1:400—402 *em- ‘to take’; Ernout—Meillet 1979:195— 
196; Derksen 2008:158 *h,m- and 2015:200—201 *h,m-; Smoczyhski 
2007.1:220—221 *h,em-/*h,m-; Fraenkel 1962—1965.1:184—185. 


Bomhard (no. 629) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic root *?am- (~ *?am-): 

(vb.) *?am- ‘to seize, to grasp, to take, to touch, to hold (closely or tightly)’; 

(n.) *?am-a ‘grasp, hold, hand(ful)’; (adj.) ‘seized, grasped, touched, held, 
obtained’ 


134. *?i/(?) *?e demonstrative pronoun (indicating nearby object: ‘this’): Hamito- 
Semitic *7 demonstrative pronoun, verbal indicator of 3rd singular masculine 
subject ~ Kartvelian *(h)i- demonstrative pronoun indicating distant object, 
*(h)e demonstrative pronoun ~ Indo-European *hei-/*he- demonstrative 
pronoun, 3rd person pronoun ~ Uralic *i-/*e- demonstrative pronoun 
indicating nearby object ~ Dravidian *i/*e demonstrative pronoun indicating 
nearby object ~ Altaic *; demonstrative pronoun, indicator of 3rd singular 
subject; *e demonstrative pronoun indicating nearby object. Strong. 
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Comments: 

1. The Proto-Afrasian form reconstructed by Illi¢-Svityé is incorrect. Based 
upon data from Cushitic (Southern Cushitic, Beja / Bedawye, and Agaw), 
the following demonstrative stems should be reconstructed for Proto- 
Afrasian: (A) proximate *2i- ‘this’; (B) intermediate *?u- ‘that’; (C) distant 
*?a- ‘that yonder, that over there’. These could also be used as suffixes as 
in Southern Cushitic: (A) *-i nearness marker, (B) *-a farness marker, (C) 
*-o marker of reference (indefinite distance). 

2. The reconstructions for the individual branches need to be updated. 

3. The Proto-Nostratic pattern of *?a- (distant) ~ *?i- (proximate) was 
changed to *a- (proximate) ~ *i- (distant) in Kartvelian. 


Bomhard (no. 614) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Kartvelian, Indo-European, Uralic, 


Altaic, Gilyak / Nivkh, and Etruscan (see above, no. 121): 


Proto-Nostratic demonstrative stems (originally deictic particles): 


Proximate: * 9i- (~ *Pe-) ‘this’; 
Intermediate: * /u- (~ *Po-) ‘that’; 
Distant: *?a- (~ *Pa-) ‘that yonder, that over there’ 


Note: These stems regularly combined with other deictic particles: *?a/i/u+na-, 
* Da/i/u--a-,* Pa/Tiu-ma-,* ?a/i/u+t"a-, *Pa/i/utkha-, *Pa/i/utya-, etc. 


135. *Pili ‘deer’: Hamito-Semitic [*2/] *deer'] ~ Indo-European *hel-n- ‘deer’ ~ 


Dravidian *i/a- ‘deer’ ~ Altaic *ili ‘deer, wild goat’. Strong. 


Comments: 

1. The Afrasian material does not belong here. 

2. Illic-Svity€é based his Proto-Altaic reconstruction primarily on the 
Mongolian forms he cites: cf. Written Mongolian i/i, eli ‘a young deer, 
fawn’. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:501) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*61V(-KV) (= *élV (-k^V)) ‘deer’. 


Bomhard (no. 614) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Dravidian, Indo-European, Yukaghir, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *2il-a (~ *?el-a) ‘deer’ 


136. *?itd ‘to eat ~ Hamito-Semitic *t(j)?/*2jt ‘to eat’ ~ Indo-European *hed- ‘to 


eat’ ~ Altaic [*ida- ‘to eat’]. Possible. 
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Comments: 


l. 


The Afrasian material cited by Illič-Svityč must be removed. It should be 
replaced by the following, with medial ejective */t’/: 


Proto-Afrasian *?it’-, *Pet’- ‘to eat, to bite into’: Proto-Semitic *?at’-am- 
‘to bite into’ > Arabic ?afama ‘to bite into’; Ugaritic ufm ‘bite, mouthful, 
morsel’. (?) Ancient Egyptian idbw ‘of the mouth’ (medical term). Berber: 
Tawlemmet attad ‘to suck’, sudad ‘to suckle, to nurse, to breast-feed’; 
Nefusa tadda ‘leech’; Mzab attad ‘to suck’, ssattad ‘to suckle, to nurse, to 
breast-feed’; Wargla affad ‘to suck’; Tamazight attad ‘to suck’, ssuttad ‘to 
suckle, to nurse, to breast-feed’, tiditt ‘leech’; Tashelhiyt / Shilha affad ‘to 
suck’; Riff aftad ‘to suck’, udud ‘nursing, breast-feeding’; Kabyle aftad ‘to 
suck’, tuttda ‘sucking’; Chaouia aftad ‘to suck, to be sucked’, timsuddat 
*wet-nurse'; Zenaga dud ‘to suck’, suddud ‘to suckle, to nurse, to breast- 
feed’, ədəd ‘to bite’. (?) Chadic: Fyer et- ‘to eat’; Tangale edi- ‘to eat’. (?) 
East Cushitic: Burji it- ‘to eat’; Gedeo / Darasa it- ‘to eat’; Hadiyya it- ‘to 
eat’; Kambata it- ‘to eat’; Sidamo it- ‘to eat’; Galla / Oromo it-o ‘food’. 


According to the glottalic model of Proto-Indo-European consonantism, 
the Proto-Indo-European form is to be reinterpreted as *?et’- ‘to eat’. 
Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:594) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *ite (~ *eti) 
‘to eat’. Proto-Altaic unaspirated */-t-/ is from Proto-Nostratic */-t’-/. 


Bomhard (no. 672) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Indo-European, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *7it’- (~ *Pet’-): 
(vb.) *?it’- ‘to chew, to bite, to eat, to consume’; 
(n.) *?it’-a ‘the act of eating; that which is eaten: food, nourishment’ 


137. *fal'a ‘to cross (a mountain)’: Hamito-Semitic *f7- ‘to cross a mountain, to 
climb up; summit’ ~ (?) Indo-European */Ael- ‘on the other side’ ~ Altaic *a/'a 


‘to cross a mountain’. Weak. 


Comments: 


1. 


The Indo-European material must be removed. This is another case where 
Illié-Svity&s rudimentary understanding of the Proto-Indo-European 
laryngeals has led him to propose a false cognate. The semantics are also 
not a good match. 

Bomhard (no. 747) reconstructs Proto-Afrasian *fal- ‘(vb.) to be high, 
exalted; to rise high; to ascend; (particle) on, upon, on top of, over, above, 
beyond’. 

Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:292) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *d/a ‘to 
cross (a mountain)’. They base their reconstruction of a Proto-Altaic 
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medial palatalized */-Í-/ on the Turkic forms they cite. They also note: 
“TM [Tungus-Manchu] cannot be explained as borrowed < Mong[olian]." 

4. Dolgopolsky (2008:205—207, no. 126) reconstructs Proto-Nostratic *£AIV 
(= *falE or *fälí) ‘height, top; to climb, to go up’, with medial 
unpalatalized */-l-/. Bomhard agrees and does not reconstruct a Proto- 
Nostratic medial palatalized */-ly-/ here. 

5. Medial palatalized */-ly-/ is absent from Uralic (cf. Rédei 1986—1988:24 
Proto-Uralic *d/s- ‘to lift, to raise’; Collinder 1977:27; Décsy 1990:98 
Proto-Uralic *älä- ‘to lift, to carry’; Janhunen 1977:26 *i/3-, with different 
initial vowel but also without medial palatalized */-1Y-/). 


As an alternative proposal to IlliC-Svity&'s etymology, Bomhard (no. 747) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Uralic, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *fal- (~ *£al-): 

(vb.) *fal- ‘to be high, tall, elevated, exalted; to rise high; to ascend’; 
(n.) *fal-a ‘highest point: peak, summit, mountain’; 

(particle) *fal- ‘on, upon, on top of, over, above, beyond’ 


138. (Descriptive) *f/e/bU ‘breast’: Hamito-Semitic *fb(w) ‘breast, bosom’ ~ 


Kartvelian *ub-e ‘bosom, breasts’ ~ Altaic [*/e/bii ‘breast, bosom’ ]. Possible. 


Comment: The Altaic material does not match phonetically, though the 
semantics are sound. Consequently, it should be removed. Starostin—Dybo— 
Mudrak (2003: 513) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *épG@ (= *ép^á) ‘breast, rib’, 
which is an even poorer fit here than Illi¢-Svityé’s reconstruction. 


Bomhard (no. 764) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Afrasian and Kartvelian: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *fub-a ‘bosom, breast? 


139. *fEKu ‘water’: Hamito-Semitic *fg(w) ~ Indo-European *hek#- ‘water’. 


Rejected. 


Comment: This is an impossible comparison. The initial laryngeals do not 
match, and Proto-Afrasian ejective */-k’-/ (Illié-Svityó writes */-q-/) does not 
correspond to Proto-Indo-European */-k¥-/. 


140. (?) *€aLa ‘to burn (sacrificial offerings)’ ~ Hamito-Semitic *{7 ‘to burn 


offerings; flame’ ~ Indo-European *Hel- ‘to burn offerings, to blaze’. Strong. 


Bomhard (no. 748) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian and Indo-European: 
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Proto-Nostratic root *fal- (~ *fal-): 
(vb.) *fal- ‘to make a fire, to light a fire, to ignite, to kindle, to burn’; 
(n.) *fal-a ‘fire, torch’ 


141. *€aga ‘branch’: Hamito-Semitic *fd ‘tree, branch’ ~ Indo-European *H/o/sd- 
o- ‘branch’. Rejected. 


Comment: This is also an impossible comparison. The putative cognates do not 
match phonetically, though the semantics are similar. The initial laryngeal in 
Proto-Indo-European has to be */g2-/ (= */H»-/, */h2-/) based upon the Hittite 
evidence: (nom.-acc. sg.) a-as-du-e-er ‘twig(s), brushwood’. This is 
traditionally compared with Greek 6Coc ‘twig, branch’; Arm. ost ‘twig, branch’; 
Goth. asts ‘branch’ (this comparison is cautiously rejected by Kloekhorst 
2008:326—327, but his counter-proposal is not convincing). 


142. *ja ‘which, who’ (interrogative and relative): Hamito-Semitic *ja/*?aj ‘which, 
who’ (interrogative-relative) ~ Kartvelian [*ja *who'] ~ Indo-European *io- 
‘which’ (relative) ~ Uralic *jo- ‘who, some kind of? (relative and indefinite) ~ 
Dravidian *jă- ‘which, what’ (interrogative) ~ Altaic *ja ‘which’ 
(interrogative). Strong. 


Comment: This is a particularly strong etymology, with reflexes in nearly every 
branch of Nostratic. 


Bomhard (no. 651) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Kartvelian, Indo-European, Uralic, 
and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic interrogative-relative pronoun stem *?ay-, *?ya- '(relative) who, 
which, what; (interrogative) who?, which?, what?’ 


Note: According to Bomhard (no. 650), this is a derivative of the following 
interrogative verb stem (reconstructed based upon evidence from 
Dravidian, Indo-European [Anatolian and Tocharian], and Altaic): 


Proto-Nostratic root *?ay- (~ *?ay-): 
(vb.) *?ay- ‘to do what?, to act in what manner?’ 


143. *jaHU (or *joHa) ‘bandage, girdle’: Indo-European *jeh¥s- ‘belt, girdle’ ~ 
Uralic *joya ‘belt, tourniquet for bandaging’ ~ Dravidian *jà- ‘to tie up’. 
Strong. 


Comment: Though this is a valid etymology, the phonology needs to be 
completely revised to bring it into alignment with current research. 
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Bomhard (no. 785) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian (Ancient Egyptian), Dravidian, Indo-European, 
Uralic, and Yukaghir: 


Proto-Nostratic root *ya?- (~ *ya?-): 
(vb.) *ya?- ‘to tie, to bind, to gird’; 
(n.) *ya?-a ‘binding, bond, bandage; belt, girdle’ 


144. (?) *jama ‘water’: Hamito-Semitic *jam ‘water, sea’ ~ Uralic [*j/a/ma- ‘sea’] 


~ (?) Dravidian [*amm- ‘water’]. Possible. 


Comment: The Dravidian evidence provisionally included by Illié-Svityé does 
not belong here and must be removed. 


Bomhard (no. 785) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Uralic (Samoyed), and Chukchi-Kamchatkan: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *yam-a ‘water, sea’ 


145. (?) *jara ‘to shine’: Dravidian *ér-/*eri- ‘to shine, to blaze’ ~ Altaic *jaru- ‘to 


shine’. Rejected. 


Comment: Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1512—1513) reconstruct Proto- 
Altaic *zéra ‘light; moon, moon cycle (year)’ to account for the Altaic forms 
listed by Illié-Svityc. This is clearly a poor match with Dravidian. 


146. *jAna ‘to talk’ ~ Hamito-Semitic *jn ‘to talk’ ~ Dravidian *jana- ‘to talk’. 


Strong. 


Comment: Illié-Svityé provided very sparse documentation for this etymology. 
However, Bomhard (no. 787) has greatly expanded the Afrasian documentation 
with examples from Berber and Highland East Cushitic. 


Bomhard (no. 787) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian and Dravidian: 


Proto-Nostratic root *yan- (~ *yan-): 
(vb.) *yan- ‘to say, to speak’; 
(n.) *yan-a ‘saying, word, expression’ 


147. (?) *jänTa ‘to stretch, to extend, to pull’: Uralic *jánta- ‘to pull tight" (*/dnta-s, 
J 


*jdanta-n [etc.] ‘bowstring, tendon, sinew’) ~ Dravidian [*ent- ‘to extend hands, 
to seize with hands’]. Rejected. 
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Comment: The Dravidian documentation cited by Illi¢-Svityé is very sparse. He 
also hesitatingly mentions possible Altaic cognates, but these are not 
convincing. It is best to abandon this etymology. 


148. *jela ‘light, bright’: Kartvelian *e/- ‘to sparkle (of lightning)’ ~ Uralic *jela 
‘light, bright, clear, day’ ~ Dravidian *e/(a)- ‘light, bright, shining’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. The Uralic material should be removed. The Proto-Nostratic form 
reconstructed by Illič-Svityč should be modified accordingly. 

2. Bomhard (no. 660) has proposed a slightly different Nostratic etymology, 
based upon evidence from Afrasian and Dravidian (see below). The 
Kartvelian material cited by Illié-Svityó should be added to Bomhard’s 
etymology (cf. Klimov 1964:78—79 *el- 'cBepkarb (o MomHun)’ and 
1998:46—47 Proto-Kartvelian *e/- ‘to sparkle [of lightning]’). 


Bomhard (no. 660) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian (Arabic and Highland East Cushitic) and 
Dravidian: 


Proto-Nostratic root *?el-: 
(vb.) *2el- ‘to shine, to radiate, to glitter, to glisten’; 
(n.) *Pel-a ‘luster, splendor, light 


149. *-jE formant of optative: Indo-European *-i-, *-ich- suffix of optative ~ Altaic 
*-jE- suffix of optative (volitive). Rejected. 


Comment: The optative is commonly considered to be a later development in 
Proto-Indo-European (cf. Bomhard, vol. 1, Chapter 19, §19.16, with references) 
— it is missing in the Anatolian branch. 


150. *-ja suffix of denominal and deverbative adjectives: Hamito-Semitic *-ij 
suffix of relative adjectives and participles ~ Indo-European *-jo-/*-ijo- suffix 
of denominal and deverbative adjectives ~ Uralic *-j(a) adjective suffix, *-ja/ 
*-jü suffix of agent nouns and participles ~ Dravidian *-i suffix of 
indeclinable participle ~ Altaic -i suffix of deverbative nouns and participles. 
Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Bomhard (vol. 1, Chapter 16, $16.40) reconstructs a Proto-Nostratic 
derivational suffix *-y- and suggests that it *may have been used to form 
deverbative nouns — it may also have been added to nouns to form 
attributes", similar to the functions assigned to this suffix in Afrasian by 
Ehret (1995:16). 


68 


ALLAN R. BOMHARD 


151. 


2. It appears that Illic-Svityé has confused several different suffixes here, and 
it is questionable whether this entry can stand as written. Nonetheless, I 
have given him the benefit of the doubt and rated this entry as “possible”. 


*-ja diminutive-endearing suffix of nouns used in addressing: Hamito-Semitic 
*-(q)j suffix of endearing and diminutive nouns ~ Kartvelian *-ia diminutive- 
endearing suffix (chiefly in addressing) ~ Uralic *-j diminutive-endearing 
suffix (often in addressing) ~ Altaic *-j diminutive-endearing suffix (usually 
in addressing). Possible. 


Comments: 
1. Not in Bomhard (2021). 
2. Here again, I am giving Illié-Svityé the benefit of the doubt. 


152. *-j(4) affix of oblique form of plural nouns: Hamito-Semitic *-aj suffix of 


plural nouns (originally oblique form) ~ Indo-European *-i formant of plural 
(originally with the stem of demonstrative pronoun in oblique case) ~ Uralic 
*-j affix of the oblique form of plural nouns. Rejected. 


Comment: According to Bomhard (vol. 1, Chapter 16, §§16.20—16.26, and 
Chapter 17, $17.83), Proto-Nostratic had the following dual and plural markers: 


Dual: *&"i(-nV) 
Plural: *-£^g 

Plural: *-ri 

Plural: *-&^y 

Plural: *-s"a 
Plural/collective: *-/a 
Plural: *-nV 


153. (?) *-ja-(s[A]) formant of comparative degree: Kartvelian *-e-(is;), *-a- affix 


of comparative degree of the type *(h)u-e-is: ~ Indo-European *-ies-/*-is- 
suffix of comparative degree. Rejected. 


Comment: According to Bomhard (vol. 1, Chapter 17, §17.8.1) adjectives did 
not exist as an independent grammatical category in Proto-Nostraitc. Instead, 
he notes that intransitive verbs could function as “adjectives”. Bomhard further 
claims that “adjectives” were differentiated from nouns by syntactical means — 
a noun placed before another noun functioned as an attribute to the latter. 


154. (?) *kala ‘vessel’: Hamito-Semitic *&/ ‘vessel, pot’? ~ Dravidian *kala ‘vessel 


made of leaves; pot’ ~ Altaic [*kala- ‘cauldron’]. Weak. 
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Comments: 


1. 


Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:638—639) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*kalpa (= *kal’pa) ‘a kind of vessel’ to account for the Altaic forms cited 
by Illič-Svityč. Proto-Altaic initial */k-/ reflects Proto-Nostratic initial 
ejective */k’-/. Moreover, Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak reconstruct a medial 
palatalized liquid */-i-/ (= */-ly-), which does not agree with the 
unpalatalized medial liquid */-l-/ required by the forms from the other 
branches of Nostratic. Therefore, the Altaic forms should be removed. 
Inasmuch as Bomhard (no. 359) includes the Dravidian forms (together 
with Afrasian forms) in the following Proto-Nostratic etymology, Ilič- 
Svityé’s proposal is suspect: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *gal-a ‘pot, vessel 
g p 


155. *kala ‘fish’: Hamito-Semitic *kl- ‘fish’ ~ Uralic *kala ‘fish’ ~ Altaic [*kali- 


ma ‘whale’ ]. Possible. 


Comments: 


1. 


Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:637) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *kalu ‘a 
kind of fish’. Proto-Altaic initial */k-/ is derived from a Proto-Nostratic 
initial ejective */k’-/, which means that this form cannot be included here. 
Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:848) also reconstruct Proto-Altaic *k‘ula 
(= *k'ula) ‘a kind of big fish’. This may belong here, if we assume that an 
original initial labiovelar has left a trace in the coloring of the vowel of the 
first syllable: */kwha-/ > */khu-/. This is, however, extremely speculative. 
Note: According to Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:848), this is the 
source of the Mongolian forms cited by Illič-Svityč. They consider the 
Tungusic forms cited by Illic-Svityé to be borrowed from Mongolian. 
Furthermore, Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:789) reconstruct Proto- 
Altaic *kGle (= *khile) ‘a kind of fish or lizard’. This definitely does not 
belong here. 

Bomhard (no. 518) adds the following Proto-Indo-European form to this 
etymology: *k”halo- ‘large fish’ (traditional reconstruction = *k”alo- or 
*g'alo-). This requires that an initial labiovelar be reconstructed in the 
Proto-Nostratic form. 


Bomhard (no. 518) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, Uralic, (?) Altaic, and 
Chukchi-Kamchatkan: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *&"^al-a ‘a large fish’: 


156. *kal'4 ‘to strip bark, to skin’: Indo-European *gol- ‘bare, bald’ ~ Uralic *kal'a 


‘film, thin skin; bare, smooth’ ~ *kal- ‘to strip skin’ ~ Altaic *kal’/i/- ‘to strip; 
bark; bare’. Strong. 
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Comments: 

l. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak |(2003:660—661) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*kelgo (= *kel'$o) ‘bald; bald spot’. Bomhard (no. 468) prefers the 
traditional Proto-Altaic reconstruction *kal’- ‘bald-headed; white spot, 
blaze on the forehead of an animal’ (cf. Street 1974:16). 

2. The evidence from Indo-European and Altaic require that an initial ejective 
be reconstructed in Proto-Nostratic: */k'-/. It may be noted that 
Dolgopolsky (2008:1010—1011, no 1061) correctly reconstructs an initial 
ejective: *Kalfi ‘bare, naked’. However, when it comes to the Indo- 
European material he cites, he erroneously compares forms from Latin, 
Sanskrit, and Farsi (New Persian) and reconstructs Proto-Indo-European 
*klHwo-. 

3. Illié-Svityé incorrectly based his reconstruction of the Proto-Indo- 
European form on the evidence of the Slavic forms he cites. A better 
reconstruction would be (following the glottalic model of Proto-Indo- 
European consonantism): Proto-Indo-European *k’al-wo-, *k’al-Ho- ‘bald, 
naked’ (traditional *gal-: *galuo-s, *galuā [cf. Pokorny 1959:349]). 


Bomhard (no. 468) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Indo-European and Altaic. 


Proto-Nostratic (Eurasiatic only) (n.) *k’al’-a ‘bald spot’; (adj.) ‘bald, bare’: 

Derivative of: 

(vb.) *k'al»- ‘to separate, to remove, to strip off or away: to pluck, tear, or pull 
off or out’; 

(n.) *k’al’-a ‘separation, removal, stripping off or away, etc.’ 


Bomhard (no. 467) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Kartvelian, and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic root *k’al- (~ *k’al’-): 

(vb.) *k'al- ‘to separate, to remove, to strip off or away: to pluck, tear, or pull 
off or out’; 

(n.) *k’aly-a ‘separation, removal, stripping off or away, etc.’ 

Derivative: 

(n.) *k’al’-a ‘bald spot’; (adj.) ‘bald, bare’ 


Note: For the semantic development, cf. Buck 1949:4.93 bald; 4.99 naked, bare. 


157. *kamu ‘to seize, to squeeze’: Hamito-Semitic *km- ‘to seize, to take, to 


squeeze’ ~ Indo-European *gem- ‘to seize, to take, to squeeze’ ~ Uralic 
*kama-la/*koma-ra (< *kamo-) ‘hand; handful’ ~ Dravidian *kama ‘to seize, 
to take hold’ ~ Altaic *kamu- ‘to seize, to take, to squeeze’. Possible. 
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Comments: 


1. 


Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:639—640) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*kama ‘to unite together’ as the source of the Altaic forms cited by Illič- 
Svityč. This points to an initial ejective in Proto-Nostratic */k’-/. Hence, 
the Altaic evidence should be removed. 

Proto-Indo-European *gem- would be *k’em- according to the glottalic 
model of Indo-European consonantism. It does not belong here. A better 
comparison would be with the form reconstructed by Gamkrelidze— 
Ivanov (1995.1:747) as *K'mt^- ‘hand (with outstretched fingers)’; Kroonen 
(2013:207— 208) Proto-Germanic *handu- ‘hand’; etc. 

Rédei (1986—1988:137—138) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Ugrian *kdme 
(-ne) ‘hand; palm, flat of the hand’. 

Even though this etymology contains numerous errors, enough can be 
salvaged to give it a “possible” rating. 


Bomhard (no. 413) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *ktam- (~ *k"am-) or *q'am- (~ *qham-): 
(vb.) *kham- or *qřam- ‘to seize, to grasp, to grip, to clutch’; 
(n.) *&"am-a or *q^am-a ‘grip, hold, hand(ful); bond, fetter’ 


158. *kanpa ‘soft outgrowth’: Hamito-Semitic *knPr ‘lip’ ~ Indo-European *gemb- 


‘outgrowth, lip, mushroom’ ~ Uralic *kampa ‘mushroom’. Rejected. 


Comment: The sound correspondences are profoundly flawed and the 
semantics are unconvincing. This etymology must be disqualified. 


159. (Descriptive) *kara/*kura ‘crane’: (?) Hamito-Semitic [*k(w)rk ‘crane’] ~ 
Indo-European *gerH- ‘crane’ ~ Uralic *karke/*kurke ‘crane’ ~ Dravidian 
*kor-/*kur- ‘crane’ ~ (?) Altaic [*kara-/*kura- ‘crane’]. Possible. 


Comments: 


1. 


2: 


The Afrasian forms cited here must be removed from consideration due to 
faulty sound correspondences. 

Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:652) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *karV ‘a 
kind of bird’. This points to an initial ejective in Proto-Nostratic */k’-/, 
which agrees with the Proto-Indo-European form. Several of the Altaic 
forms cited by Illi¢-Svityé are listed at the end of their entry for Proto- 
Altaic *gérki ‘a kind of pheasant’? by Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak 
(2003:542), but without any proposals concerning their derivation. 


Bomhard (no. 493) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form(s) based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, and Uralic: 


72 ALLAN R. BOMHARD 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *k’or-a or *k'ar-a ‘crane’ 


160. *Kdjwa ‘to chew’: Indo-European *gieu-/*gieu- ‘to chew’ ~ Altaic *käb/ä/ ‘to 
chew’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:667) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *képu ‘to 
chew’. This points to Pre-Altaic *k’ép’- (< Proto-Nostratic *k’ep’- [see 
below]). 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 488) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Kartvelian, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *k’ep’-: 

(vb.) *k’ep’- ‘to cut, chop, split, or break into small pieces; to munch, to chew’; 

(n.) *k’ep’-a ‘the act of cutting, chopping, splitting, or breaking into small 
pieces, the act of mincing; chewing (the cud), rumination’ 


161. *ká/IH/4A ‘to go, to wander’: (?) Hamito-Semitic *k/h ‘to wander, to step’ ~ 
Uralic *kdld ‘to ford, to wander’ ~ Dravidian *kāl- ‘to go’ ~ Altaic [*kdlu- ‘to 
arrive]. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences 

2. Orél—Stolbova (1995:310, no. 1418) reconstruct Proto-Afrasian *kal- ‘to 
go’ and (1995:310, no. 1420) *kalah- ‘to go’. 

3. Bomhard (no. 513) reconstructs Proto-Afrasian *kVal- ‘to go, to walk, to 
move about’ based upon evidence from Berber, Cushitic (Saho-Afar), and 
Chadic. 

4. Bomhard (no. 513) rejects the Dravidian evidence adduced by Illic-Svityé 
and replaces it with the following: 


Tamil kulavu (kulavi-) ‘to walk, to move about’; Toda kwal- (kwad-) ‘to go 
round and round (millet in a mortar pit, buffaloes in a pen), to frisk about, 
to run about wasting time’. 


5. Bomhard (no. 513) includes the following Indo-European evidence: 


Proto-Indo-European *K"^e[-/*gwho]-/*kwh]- ‘to go, to walk, to move 
about’: Sanskrit cárati, calati ‘to move one's self, to go, to walk, to move, 
to stir, to roam about, to wander’; Avestan carditi ‘to go, to move’; Greek 
TMOAEW ‘to go about, to range over’, ToAEbe@ ‘to turn about, to go about’. 
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6. 


Bomhard (no. 513) rejects the Uralic evidence adduced by Illié-Svityé and 
replaces it with the following: 


Proto-Uralic *kulke- ‘to ramble about, to move about, to roam or wander 
about’: Finnish kulke-/kulje- ‘to go, to walk, to travel, to stroll, to ramble’; 
Estonian kulg ‘course, process, run, motion, going’, kulgema- ‘to proceed, 
to take one's course, to run, to pass’; Lapp / Saami gol'gá- ‘to float (with 
the current), to run; to shower down; to leak very much; to ramble, to roam, 
to wander about’; Mordvin kolge- ‘to drip, to run; to leak, to be leaky’; 
Ostyak / Xanty kogal- ‘to walk, to stride’; Zyrian / Komi kylal- ‘to float, to 
drift (on water); to flood; to swim; to travel or drift downstream’, kylt- ‘to 
drift or swim with the current’; Hungarian halad- ‘to depart, to proceed, to 
move forward’; Yurak Samoyed / Nenets huuly- ‘to swim; to move by ship; 
to travel downstream’. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 513) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, Uralic, and Chukchi-Kamchatkan: 


Proto-Nostratic root *kwhal- (~ *kwhal-): 

(vb.) *k”řal- ‘to go, to walk, to move about’; 

(n.) *k”hal-a ‘walking, walk, wandering, roaming’ 
Probably identical to: 

(vb.) *kw4al- ‘to revolve, to go around, to roll’; 
(n.) *k”hal-a ‘circle, circuit’ 


162. *kalU ‘female relation’: (?) Hamito-Semitic [*k/(I) ‘daughter/sister-in-law, 
bride'] ~ (?) Kartvelian [*kal- ‘woman’] ~ Indo-European *g/ou- “brother’s 
wife’ ~ Uralic *kälü ‘female relation’ (^husband's sister, brother's wife, etc."); 


*sister's husband’ ~ Dravidian [kal- ‘wife of father’s brother, aunt’] ~ Altaic 


*káli(n) ‘wife of younger brother or son; sister’s husband’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. The etymology cannot stand as written. 

2. The Indo-European evidence adduced by Illi¢-Svityé must be removed. 
Proto-Indo-European */8-/ (= */k’-/ according to the glottalic model of 
Proto-Indo-European consonantism) does not come from Proto-Nostratic 
initial */k-/. 

3. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:659) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *kele (~ -i, 
-0) ‘daughter-in-law, bride’. 

4. Bomhard separates this entry into two separate etymologies, based upon 


their phonology: (1) Proto-Nostratic (n.) *&^al-a ‘female in-law’ and (2) 
Proto-Nostratic (Eurasiatic only) (n.) *k’el-a ‘female in-law: husband’s 
sister, sister-in-law; daughter-in-law’ (see below). 
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Bomhard (no. 407) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Kartvelian, and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *k/al-a ‘female in-law’: 
Note also: 
(n.) *k’el-a ‘female in-law’ 


Bomhard (no. 486) also reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based 
upon evidence from Indo-European and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic (Eurasiatic only) (n.) *k’el-a ‘female in-law: husband’s sister, 
sister-in-law; daughter-in-law’: 

Note also: 

(n.) *khal-a ‘female in-law’ 


163. *kENa ‘to know’: Hamito-Semitic *k(j)n ‘to know, to recognize’ ~ Kartvelian 


*gen- ‘to understand, to recognize, to feel’ ~ Indo-European *genh¥-/*gneh¥- 
‘to know’. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. 


As an alternative proposal to IlliC-Svity&'s etymology, Bomhard (no. 475) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Dravidian, and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic root *k’an)- (~ *k’anv-): 

(vb.) *k’any- ‘to observe, to perceive’; 

(n.) *k’any-a ‘the act of observing, perceiving; that which observes, perceives: 
eye; perception, observation, recognition, comprehension’. 


164. (Descriptive) *k/iH/ ‘to sing’: Indo-European */g/eiH- ‘to sing, to scream’ ~ 


Uralic *Kiya- ‘to make a mating call, to sing’. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. 


165. (?) *kirHa ‘old’: Indo-European *gerH- ‘old, decrepid’ ~ Dravidian [*kir(a) 


‘old’]. Rejected. 


Comment: Illié-Svityó has confused two separate, unrelated Proto-Nostratic 
stems here: (A) Proto-Nostratic *k’er- ‘to decay, to wear out, to wither, to 
waste away, to become old’; (B) Proto-Nostratic *gir’- ‘to be or become old’ 
(see below). The first is the source of the Indo-European form he cites, while 
the second is the source of the Dravidian form. 
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A. As an alternative proposal to Illic-Svity&'s etymology, Bomhard (no. 489) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Indo-European and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root (Eurasiatic only) *k’er-: 

(vb.) *k’er- ‘to decay, to wear out, to wither, to waste away, to become 
old’; 

(n.) *k’er-a ‘old age, old person’; (adj.) ‘decayed, worn out, withered, 
wasted, old’ 


B. As an alternative proposal to Illi¢é-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 487) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Dravidian, and (?) Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic root *gir- (~ *ger-): 
(vb.) *egir?- ‘to be or become old’; 
(n.) *gir?-a ‘old age, old person’; (adj.) ‘old’ 


Note: Bomhard (no. 487) suggests that the following Indo-European evidence 
(from Germanic) may belong here: 


Proto-Indo-European *glr-eH- (> *glr-e-) ‘gray-haired, old’: Proto- 
Germanic *gr#waz ‘gray, gray-haired’ > Old Icelandic grár ‘gray, gray- 
haired’; Faroese gráur ‘gray’; Norwegian graa ‘gray’; Danish graa ‘gray’; 
Old Swedish gra ‘gray’ (Modern Swedish grá ‘gray’); Old English greg 
‘gray’; Old Frisian gre ‘gray’; Dutch grauw ‘gray’; Old High German grão 
‘gray’ (New High German grau ‘gray’). 


166. *kiwi ‘stone’: (7) Hamito-Semitic [*kw ‘stone’] ~ Kartvelian *kw-a ‘stone’ ~ 
Uralic *kiwe ‘stone’. Strong. 


Comment: The Afrasian evidence proposed by Illic-Svityé should be removed. 


Bomhard (no. 445) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Kartvelian and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *&^iw-a ‘stone’ 


167. *koja ‘moth, caterpillar’: Uralic *koja ‘moth’ ~ Altaic *kuja ‘moth, larva of 
gadfly’. Rejected. 


Comment: Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:741) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*kune (= *kunve) ‘moth, worm’. Given the revised Proto-Altaic reconstruction 
proposed by Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak, based upon more copious data from 
the Altaic daughter languages, this entry must be disqualified. 
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168. *kojHa ‘fatty, plump’ health’: Indo-European *g'eih-/*g'jeh"- ‘to be healthy, 
to live’ ~ Uralic *&oja ‘fat, fatty’. Rejected. 


Comments: 


l. 
2. 


Faulty sound correspondences. The semantics are also problematic. 

The alleged Proto-Indo-European cognate requires an initial labiovelar 
ejective */k’¥-/ in Proto-Nostratic (taking into consideration the glottalic 
model of Proto-Indo-European consonantism). 


169. (?) *kojHa ‘skin, leather, bark’: Indo-European *g¥eiH- ‘skin, leather’ ~ Uralic 
*koja ‘bark, rind, crust’. Strong. 


Comments: 

1. Though the semantics are quite good, the sound correspondences are faulty. 

2. The alleged Proto-Indo-European cognate requires an initial labiovelar 
ejective */k’¥-/ in Proto-Nostratic (taking into consideration the glottalic 
model of Proto-Indo-European consonantism). 

3. This entry is a prime example of how Illic-Svity&'s etymology can be 


essentially correct but the Proto-Nostratic reconstruction is wrong. 


As an alternative proposal to Illic-Svityé&'s etymology, Bomhard (no. 552) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form (with initial labiovelar ejective) 
based upon evidence from Indo-European and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic (Eurasiatic only) (n.) *k'"oy-a ‘outer covering: skin, hide, 
leather; bark (of a tree), shell, crust’ 


170. (?) *kojw/a/ ‘birch’: Uralic *kojwa ‘birch’ ~ Altaic *kib(a) ‘birch’. Rejected. 


Comments: 


1. 


Faulty sound correspondences — Proto-Uralic medial */-oj-/ does not 
correspond to Proto-Altaic medial */-1-/, and Proto-Uralic medial */-w-/ 
does not correspond to Proto-Altaic medial */-b-/. Acceptable semantics. 
Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:676) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *kiba ‘a 
kind of foliage tree’. They note: “The reflexes point to a tree with distinct 
bright bark, probably birch.” 


171. (?) *koda ‘to skin, to strip’: Uralic *kod'a/*kud'a ‘to skin, to strip’ ~ Altaic 
[*koLa ‘to skin’]. Possible. 


Comments: 


1. 


Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:851) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *ktila (= 
*k/uilva) ‘bark, scales; scab’. They point out that Manchu qola- ‘to skin’ 
and Evenki Auli- ‘to skin’ are loanwords from Mongolian. 
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2. 


4. 


If this entry is a valid etymology, the lack of cognates in Afrasian, or 
Kartvelian, or Dravidian means that this can only be reconstructed as far 
back as Proto-Eurasiatic, not Proto-Nostratic. 

According to Bomhard's system, this form should be reconstructed as 
follows (with medial lateralized affricate ejective */-td’-/): Proto-Eurasiatic 
(vb.) *kutd '- (~ *khott’-) ‘to skin, to remove bark’, (n.) *&^utz -a ‘tree 
bark". 

Not in Bomhard (2021). 


172. *kora ‘anger, spiritual pain’: Hamito-Semitic *k(w)r ‘to be angry, to suffer’ ~ 
Dravidian *kora ‘to be angry’ ~ Altaic *kora ‘anger, shame, pain’. Possible. 


Comments: 


l. 


2; 


4. 


This is another case of where I am giving Illié-Svityé the benefit of the 
doubt. 

The Altaic forms cited by Illic-Svityó imply a Proto-Altaic *kV7o/ra (= 
*k^/o/ra) with initial voiceless velar aspirate */kh-/, which means that the 
comparison with Afrasian *k(w)r is possible. 

Orél—Stolbova (1995:323— 324) reconstruct Proto-Afrasian *kor- ‘to be 
angry'. 

Not in Bomhard (2021). 


173. (?) *kOr'i ‘lamb, sheep’: Hamito-Semitic *kr ‘lamb, young ram’ ~ Dravidian 
*kori/*kuri ‘sheep’ ~ Altaic *kur'i-/*kor'i- ‘lamb’. Possible. 


Comments: 


1. 


25 


4. 


Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak |(2003:808— 809) reconstruct  Proto-Altaic 
*k*ióro (= *khiór*o) ‘lamb, deer’. 

The Altaic evidence (medial */-f-/) points to a medial */-rY-/ in Proto- 
Nostratic. This means the expected reflex in Dravidian should be 
*kori/*kuri *sheep'. Such a form is not found in Burrows—Emeneau 1984, 
though the forms cited by Illié-Svityé are listed under entry no. 2165. The 
Dravidian material is not an exact match and is, therefore, suspect. 

The reconstruction of initial */k‘-/ (= */kh-/) in Proto-Altaic by Starostin- 
Dybo—Mudrak means that the comparison with the Afrasian (Semitic, 
Berber, and Chadic [Angas]) evidence presented by Illic-Svityé is possible. 
Not in Bomhard (2021). 


174. *küda ‘male relation’: Uralic *kiidii ‘wife’s husband, husband's or wife's 
brother’ ~ Altaic *küdä/*kuda (< *küda) ‘relationship by marriage, father of 


son/daughter-in-law, brother/son-in-law’. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. Proto-Uralic medial */-6-/ does not 
correspond to Proto-Altaic medial */-d-/. 
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175. (?) *küjñA ‘to bend at the joints’: Indo-European *genu-/*gneu- ‘knee’ ~ 


Uralic *küjña-(rä) ‘elbow, bone, forearm’ ~ Dravidian *kiin- ‘hump’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. Erroneous Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. 

2. In accordance with the glottalic model of Indo-European consonatism, the 
Proto-Indo-European form points to an initial ejective */k’-/ in Proto- 
Nostratic. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 487) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon evidence from 
Dravidian, Indo-European, and Altaic (cf. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak [2003: 
664—665] Proto-Altaic *kéna [= *ken"a] ‘front leg, armpit, angle’): 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *k’en-a ‘knot, joint’. 


176. *kiil'a ‘freeze, cold’: (?) Kartvelian *kwer-/*kwel- ‘to cool’ ~ Uralic *kiiLmd 


‘cold, frost, freeze’ ~ Dravidian [*kula- ‘cold’] ~ Altaic *K6l'(a) ‘freeze’. 
Possible. 


Comments: 

1. The Kartvelian material should be removed. Proto-Kartvelian initial */kw-/ 
points to an initial labiovelar in Proto-Nostratic */k"h-/, 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:716—717) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*koli (= *kol'i) (~ *k^, *-i-, *-e) ‘to freeze’. Proto-Altaic initial */k-/ 
points to Proto-Nostratic initial */k’-/. 

3. Rédei (1986—1988:663) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Permian *kilmd 
(*külmá) ‘cold; frost, coldness; to become cold, to freeze, to be frozen’; 
Sammallahti (1988: 552) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Permian *kiilmd ‘cold’ 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 499) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Dravidian, Indo-European, Uralic, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *k’ul’- (~ *k’ob-): 
(vb.) *k’ulY- ‘to be or become cold; to freeze’; 
(n.) *&k'ul»-a ‘cold, coldness, chill, frost’ 


177. *külà ‘small lake, reservoir’: Hamito-Semitic *kwi ‘reservoir, lake, river’ ~ 


Uralic *k/äfa ‘lake, river, bay’ ~ Dravidian *kU/a- ‘reservoire, pond’. 
Rejected. 


Comments: 
1. Faulty vowel correspondences — Proto-Uralic */à/ does not correspond to 
Proto-Dravidian */u/. 
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2. Rédei(1986—1988:134— 135) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Ugrian *kdl3 ‘bay, 
(marshy) lake’. 

3. Krishnamurti (2003:13, 526) reconstructs Proto-Dravidian *kul-am/-Vnc- 
‘lake’. 


178. *ktini ‘wife, woman’: Hamito-Semitic *k(w)n/*knw ‘one of the wives in 
polygamy’ ~ Indo-European *g¥en- ‘wife, woman’ ~ Altaic *kzini ‘one of the 
wives in polygamy’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences: Proto-Afrasian initial */k-/ does not corres- 
pond either to Proto-Indo-European initial */g¥-/ (this would be */k^w-/ 
under the glottalic model of Proto-Indo-European consonantism) or to 
Proto-Altaic initial */k-/ (< Proto-Nostratic */k’-/ or */k^w-/). 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:739—740) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*kune (~ g-) ‘one of several wives’. 

3. The Afrasian forms should be removed. 


As an alternative proposal to Illié-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 539) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon evidence from 
Indo-European and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic (Eurasiatic only) (n.) *k’Wan-a ‘woman, wife’ 
Derivative of: 
(vb.) *k’Wan- ‘to suckle, to nurse; to suck’; (n.) *&'"an- ‘udder, bosom, breast? 


In addition, Bomhard (no. 538) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic 
forms based upon evidence from Afrasian and Dravidian: 


Proto-Nostratic root *k Wan- (~ *k’Wan-): 

(vb.) *k’Wan- ‘to suckle, to nurse; to suck’; (n.) *k’Wan-a ‘udder, bosom, breast’ 
Derivative: 

(n.) *k "an-a ‘woman, wife’ 


179. *küła ‘snake, worm’: Hamito-Semitic [*kwi ‘snake, worm'] ~ (?) Kartvelian 
*gwel- ‘snake’ ~ Altaic [*kuli- ‘snake, worm’]. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. Proto-Kartvelian initial */gw-/ does not 
correspond to Proto-Afrasian initial */k-/. Proto-Kartvelian initial */gw-/ 
points to Proto-Nostratic initial */gw-/. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:736) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *kulV (~ 
-o-, -.-) ‘snake, worm’. Proto-Altaic initial */k-/ points to Proto-Nostratic 
initial ejective */k’-/. 
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3. [llié-Svityé bases the reconstruction of Proto-Afrasian *kwl ‘snake, worm’ 
exclusively on material from Chadic. Orél—Stolbova (1994:326, no. 1495), 
on the other hand, reconstruct Proto-Afrasian *kulup- ‘worm, crocodile’, 
based upon material from Semitic and Ancient Egyptian — it must be 
admitted, however, that their etymology seems a bit contrived from a 
semantic point of view. Ehret (1995) does not have a comparable entry. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 507) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon evidence from 


Kartvelian and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *g"al-a ‘snake’ 


180. (?) *kama ‘biting insect’: Hamito-Semitic *km-/*gm- ‘biting insect (louse, flea, 


tick’) ~ Altaic [*kómi ‘biting insect (louse, ant, beetle’)]. Rejected. 


Comment: Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:738—739) reconstruct Proto- 
Altaic *kumi ‘a kind of insect’. Proto-Altaic initial */k-/ points to Proto- 
Nostratic initial ejective */k’-/, which does not yield either Proto-Afrasian 
initial */k-/ or */g-/ — the expected reflex in Proto-Afrasian is initial */k’-/. 


181. (?) *kaca ‘to advance with effort’ (> ‘to run, to crawl’): Uralic *&/a/Ce- ‘to run, 


to crawl’ ~ Altaic [*Kaca- ‘to crawl’]. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Rédei (1986—1988:667—668) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Permian *koce- 
‘to go slowly, to crawl’. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:751—752) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*kacu (= *kħăču) ‘to run, to drive’ as the source of some of the Altaic 
forms cited by Illič-Svityč. For the meaning ‘to crawl’, they reconstruct the 
following Proto-Altaic forms: (1) *iómke ‘to crawl, to move’ (2003:606) 
and (2) *pGba (= *p^óba) ‘to crawl, to squat’ (2003:1164). 

3. Considering all of the Uralic evidence cited by Rédei, on the one hand, and 
all of the Altaic evidence cited by Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak, on the other 
hand, the semantics are too divergent to support Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology. 


182. *Keja ‘to do’: Dravidian *kej- ‘to do’ ~ Altaic *ki- ‘to do’. Strong. 


Comment: Even though the evidence cited by Illič-Svityč from Dravidian and 
Altaic fully support his etymology, the Proto-Nostratic form he reconstructs 
needs to be revised to reflect the additional material cited by Bomhard (see 
below). 


Bomhard (no. 527) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, and Altaic: 
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Proto-Nostratic root *kwhey-: 
(vb.) *k”hey- ‘to do, to make, to create; to form, to fashion’ 
(n.) *kwhey-a ‘act, deed, creation’ 


183. (?) *Koki ‘to track, to follow’: Uralic *koke- ‘to look around, to notice, to find’ 
~ Altaic [*Koga ‘to track, to follow, to pursue’]. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Lax semantics. 

2. Rédei (1986—1988:171) reconstructs Proto-Uralic *koke- ‘to see, to notice, 
to find’. 

3. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:554) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *giò/k]ó 
‘to run, to send’ as the source of the Altaic evidence cited by Illié-Svityé. 


184. *Kumd ‘overturned’: Uralic *kuma ‘overturned’ ~ Altaic *Köm(ä) 
‘overturned’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. Proto-Uralic medial */-u-/ does not 
correspond to Proto-Altaic medial */-jo-/ reconstructed by Starostin— 
Dybo—Mudrak (see below). 

2. Rédei (1986—1988:201—202) reconstructs Proto-Uralic *kuma ‘bent 
(down), bowed (down); inverted position; to be bent (down)’. 

3. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:504—505) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*kGome (= *kióme) ‘to throw (upside down)’ as the source of the Altaic 
material cited by Illi¢-Svityé. Note that they reconstruct Proto-Altaic initial 
*/Kk*-/ (= */kh-/) here. 


Even though this etymology is not in Bomhard (2021) in the form proposed by 
Illié-Svityé, Bomhard (no. 502) proposes a different etymology with similar, 
though not quite identical, meaning based upon evidence from Afrasian, 
Dravidian, Uralic, Chukchi-Kamchatkan, and Eskimo-Aleut (Bomhard does not 
include Altaic — the initial */k‘-/ [= */kh-/] reconstructed by Starostin— 
Dybo—Mudrak for Proto-Altaic [see above] cannot be derived from the Proto- 
Nostratic initial */k’-/ required on the basis of the evidence from the other 
Nostratic daughter languages [especially from Afrasian: Semitic, Berber, and 
North Omotic, which points to Proto-Afrasian *k’um- ‘to bend’, to judge by the 
North Omotic vowel]): 


Proto-Nostratic root *k’um- (~ *k'om-): 
(vb.) *k'um- ‘to bend, to curve; to bend the head or body, to bow or stoop down’ 
(n.) *k’um-a ‘bend, curve; the act of bending, bowing, stooping’ 


Identical to: 
(n.) *k’um-a ‘a bent or curved object: hollow, cavity; knob, lump, hump; etc.’ 
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Bomhard (no. 503) also reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based 
upon evidence from Indo-European, Uralic, and Altaic (different from the 
Altaic evidence adduced by Illi¢-Svityé): 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *k'um-a 'a bent or curved object: hollow, cavity; knob, 
lump, hump; etc.’ 


185. *KuPsa ‘to put out, to extinguish’: Indo-European *g¥es- ‘to go out’ ~ Uralic 


*kupsa-/*kopsa- ‘to go out’. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. Proto-Indo-European medial */-s-/ 
does not correspond to Proto-Uralic medial */-ps-/. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 545) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from (?) 
Afrasian, Dravidian, Kartvelian, and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic root *k’Was- (~ *k’Was-): 
(vb.) *k’ Was- ‘to strike fire, to put out (fire) 
(n.) *k""as-a ‘spark, fire’ 


186. (?) *Ku/s/i ‘to fall’: Uralic *ku/s/e- ‘to fall’ ~ Dravidian *kuc(i)- ‘to fall; 


lower’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Collinder (1960:410) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Ugrian *kusd- or *kucó- as 
the source of Lapp / Saami gác 'cá- ‘to fall’, and this no doubt served as the 
basis for Illič-Svityč’s Proto-Uralic reconstruction. The Lapp / Saami form 
is not listed in either Rédei 1986—1988 or Sammallahti 1988. The Uralic 
documentation is very limited. This seems to indicate that this is probably 
not a credible Uralic etymology. 

2. I would like to give Illic-Svityé the benefit of the doubt here, but there are 
just too many uncertainties involved, and it is better to err on the side of 
caution. 


187. (?) *KitimTa ‘fog’: Uralic *kümtá ‘fog, smoke’ ~ Altaic *ktida- ‘fog’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. Proto-Uralic medial */-mt-/ does not 
correspond to Proto-Altaic medial */-d-/. Moreover, Proto-Uralic medial 
*/-ü-/ does not correspond to Proto-Altaic medial */-&-/ (according to 
Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak’s Proto-Altaic reconstruction — see below). 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:771) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *k@do (= 
*khédo) ‘wind, fog’. 
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188. *Küta ‘to tie up, to bind’: Uralic *Kütke- ‘to tie, to bind’ ~ Dravidian *kuta ‘to 
tie, to tighten’. Rejected. 


Comment: Based upon the evidence cited by Illié-Svityé, there is absolutely no 
justification for reconstructing Proto-Nostratic medial */-t-/ (= */-t’-/). 


189. *-k- nominal diminutive suffix: Kartvelian *-&- (*-ak-, *-ik-) diminutive suffix 
~ Indo-European *-&- diminutive suffix ~ Uralic *-kka/*-kkd diminutive suffix 
~ Altaic *-ka/*-kà diminutive suffix. Possible. 


Comments: 


l. 


U 


Faulty sound correspondences. Questionable morphological analysis — the 
derivational suffixes cited by Illič-Svityč typically are multi-functional in 
the various Nostratic daughter languages, and those functions do not 
systematically correspond when compared across languages. This makes it 
difficult to ascertain the precise functions of the derivational suffixes in 
Proto-Nostratic. Nonetheless, there is enough here to warrant further 
examination. For a comprehensive discussion of Nostratic derivational 
morphology, cf. Bomhard, vol. 1, Chapter 18. 

Aikio (to appear, pp. 36—37), as the latest treatment of the subject, lists 
various derivational suffixes, together with their functions, that are 
probably to be reconstructed for Proto-Uralic. The Uralic diminutive suffix 
cited by Illič-Svityč is not included by Aikio. However, it is mentioned by 
Raun (1988:565) and, of course, Collinder (1960:258—259). 

The phonology of the Uralic forms is ambiguous. 

The Proto-Indo-European diminutive suffix cited by Illi¢-Svityé cannot be 
compared with the Kartvelian diminutive suffix. The Proto-Indo-European 
suffix points to Proto-Nostratic */-kh-/, while the Proto-Kartvelian suffix 
points to Proto-Nostratic */-k^-/. Or, to put it another way, Proto-Indo- 
European */-k-/ is not the regular reflex of Proto-Nostratic */-k-/ (= */-k’-/). 
Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:173—220, summary on p. 220) identify 
the following Proto-Altaic derivational suffixes that should be considered 
here: (A) *-&- = (a) denominative nominal; (b) suffix of small animals; (B) 
* KC (= *-kh-) = (a) attributive (> denominative nominal), (b) diminutive, 
and (c) deverbative verbal. Proto-Altaic */-k-/ points to Proto-Nostratic 
*/-k-/ (= */-k'-/, while Proto-Altaic */-k-/ (= */-kh-/) points to Proto- 
Nostratic */-kh-/. 

Of the two competing derivational suffixes joined together by Illic-Svityé 
in this entry, namely, (A) Proto-Nostratic */-k-/ (= */-k’-/) and (B) Proto- 
Nostratic */-kh-/, Bomhard (vol. 1, Chapter 16, $16.44) only very 
tentatively assigns diminutive function to the former (A). 


190. (Descriptive) *kaba/*kap‘a ‘to seize’: Hamito-Semitic *qb- ‘to seize, to take, 
to bite’ ~ Kartvelian *kb- ‘to bite’ ~ Indo-European *ghabh-/*kap- ‘to seize, 
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to take, to hold’ ~ Uralic *kappa- ‘to seize’ ~ Dravidian *kavv-/*kapp- ‘to 
seize (with the mouth), to grab’ ~ Altaic *k‘aba-/*k‘apa- ‘to seize’. Possible. 


Comments: 


l. 
2. 


I do not understand why this entry is labeled as “descriptive” (zteckpurr.). 
Illié-Svityé has confused three separate, but semantically-similar, Proto- 
Nostratic stems here — they are: 


A. Bomhard (no. 353) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms 
based upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic root *gab- (~ *gab-): 
(vb.) *gab- ‘to grasp, to seize’ 
(n.) *gab-a ‘hand, arm’ 


B. Bomhard (no. 419) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms 
based upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Elamite, Indo- 
European, Uralic, Altaic, and Eskimo: 


Proto-Nostratic root *&/ap^-: 

(vb.) *K"ap^- ‘to take, seize, or grasp with the hand; to press or 
squeeze with the hand 

(n.) *&^ap^-a ‘hand’ 


C. Bomhard (no. 455) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms 
based upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, and Kartvelian: 


Proto-Nostratic root *k’ab- (~ *k’ab-): 
(vb.) *k’ab- ‘to seize, to take hold of; to seize with the teeth, to bite’ 
(n.) *k’ab-a ‘seizure, grasp, grip, hold; bite’ 


191. *ķaća ‘man, youth’: Kartvelian *kac:- ‘man, husband’ ~ Uralic *k/a/Ca ‘youth, 
man’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Klimov (1998:86—87) and Fahnrich (2007:224) reconstruct Proto- 
Kartvelian *kac:- ‘man, male, husband’. 

2. Rédei (1986—1988:110) reconstructs Proto-Uralic *kaca ‘young, 
unmarried man’. 

3. Lam rating this entry as “possible” instead of “strong” because there is a 
problem with the phonology. Proto-Kartvelian */c:/ usually corresponds to 
Proto-Uralic */é/ rather than Proto-Uralic */C/. Nonetheless, the semantics 
are a good match. 

4. Not in Bomhard (2021). 
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192. *kada ‘to weave, to plait (with twigs)’: Hamito-Semitic *gd- ‘to form pots; to 
build’ ~ Kartvelian *ked- ‘to build’ ~ Indo-European *Ket- ‘(plaited) structure, 
vessel’ ~ Dravidian *Katt- ‘to tie, to build; plaited structure, vessel’. Strong. 


Comments: 

1. The Proto-Indo-European form should be removed from this entry. Proto- 
Indo-European */k/ does not correspond either to Proto-Afrasian */q/ (= 
*/k’/) or to Proto-Kartvelian */k/ (= */k’/). Likewise, Proto-Indo-European 
*/t/ does not correspond to Proto-Afrasian */d/, Proto-Kartvelian */d/, or 
Proto-Dravidian */t/. The Proto-Indo-European form is best derived from 
the following Proto-Nostratic forms reconstructed based upon evidence 
from Afrasian, Dravidian, Kartvelian, and Indo-European (cf. Bomhard, no. 
433): 


Proto-Nostratic root *ktath- (~ *ktath-): 

(vb.) *K"at^- ‘to plait, to weave, to twist’; 

(n.) *k#ath-a ‘that which is plaited, woven, twisted: mat, net, knot’ 
Derivative: 

(n.) *k#ath-a ‘rag, cloth’ 


2. The following Proto-Altaic form should be added to this etymology: *kddu 
‘a kind of harness (bridle)’ (cf. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak 2003:629). 


Bomhard (no. 458) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Kartvelian, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *k’ad- (~ *k’ad-): 
(vb.) *k’ad- ‘to tie, to fasten; to build, to construct’; 
(n.) *k’ad-a ‘tie, band, fastening’ 


193. (Descriptive) *kaHPa ‘to chop, to dig’: (?) Hamito-Semitic *kHP ‘to dig, to 
chop, to cut’? ~ Kartvelian *kap-/*kép- ‘to chop, to cut’? ~ Indo-European 
*ke(h)p- ‘to chop, to cut’. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. Neither Proto-Afrasian initial */k-/ 
nor Proto-Indo-European initial */k-/ correspond to Proto-Kartvelian initial 
*/k-/ (= */k'-/). Elsewhere (see entries no. 192 above and no. 195 below, for 
example), Illi¢-Svityé (correctly) compares Proto-Afrasian initial */q-/ (= */k’-/) 
with Proto-Kartvelian initial */k-/ (= */k’-/). 


194. *kaAa ‘to depart, to leave, to abandon’: (?) Katvelian [*kel- ‘to depart, to 
remain] ~ Uralic *kaó'a- ‘to abandon’ ~ Dravidian *kaft-/*kafa- ‘to go by, to 
pass, to cross over, to abandon’ ~ Altaic *k'ala- ‘to remain, to wait’. Rejected. 
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Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. Proto-Nostratic initial */k-/ (= */k’-/) does 
not become initial */k-/ (= */kh-/) in Proto-Altaic. Thus, either the Proto- 
Kartvelian form or the Proto-Altaic form must be removed from this 
etymology. 

2. Rédei (1986—1988:115—116) reconstructs Proto-Uralic *kad‘a- ‘to leave, 
to abandon; to stay’, while Sammallahti (1988) reconstructs Proto-Uralic 
*kad'a- ‘to leave’. 

3. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:756—757) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*k'ala (~ -u) (= *křala) ‘to wait, to be late’. 

4. We can cite the semantic range found in Tamil as representative of 
Dravidian as a whole (cf. Burrow—Emeneau 1984:104, no. 1109): Tamil 
kata (-pp-, -nt-) ‘to pass through, to traverse, to cross, to exceed, to excel, 
to win, to overcome, to transgress; to go, to proceed, to pass (as time, water, 
clouds, etc.)'. As can be seen, the semantics are not a close match for what 
is found in the forms cited by Illič-Svityč from the remaining Nostratic 
daughter languages. 


195. *kap% ‘nape of the neck, head’ ~ Hamito-Semitic *gP ‘nape of the neck, hear’ 


~ Kartvelian *kepa ‘nape of the neck, skull’ ~ Indo-European *k/a/p- ‘head, 
skull’. Possible. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. As pointed out many times already, 
Proto-Indo-European initial */k-/ does not correspond either to Proto-Afrasian 
initial */q-/ (= */k’-/) or Proto-Kartvelian initial */k-/ (= */k’-/). Thus, the 
Proto-Indo-European form should be removed from this etymology. It belongs 
with the following Nostratic etymology instead (cf. Bomhard, no. 420), 
reconstructed based upon evidence from A frasian, Indo-European, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *&"ap^-a ‘bowl, cup, jar, container; skull’ 


Bomhard (no. 477) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Kartvelian, and (?) Eskimo: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *&'ap^-a *nape of the neck, back of the head" 


196. *kdcd ‘to cut’: Hamito-Semitic *qs ‘to cut, to beat, to break’ ~ Kartvelian 


[*kaci- ‘to cut, to chop'] ~ Indo-European *kes- ‘to cut’ ~ Uralic *káca/*kecá 
‘knife, edge, point? ~ (?) Dravidian *kacc- ‘to bite, to sting’ ~ Altaic [*kGsd- 
‘to cut’]. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. Without having yet reached the end of this 
review, it should be perfectly clear already that Illi¢-Svityé is far too lax in 
his adherence to his own sound laws. As an aside, it may be noted that 
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Dolgopolsky is even less methodologically rigorous (see Bomhard 2009 
for details). From this point on, I am just going to note “faulty sound 
correspondences”, without repeating what has already been discussed. 
However, I will mention particulars when there is something new or 
important to note. 

The Proto-Indo-European form should be removed from this etymology. It 
belongs with the following Nostratic etymology instead (cf. Bomhard, no. 
431), reconstructed based upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo- 
European, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *křas- (~ *khas-): 

(vb.) *K"as- ‘to cut or break off, to divide, to separate’; 

(n.) *k’as-a ‘cut, separation, division, break; cutting, clipping, fragment, 
piece, bit’ 


197. *kdra ‘to tie tightly’ ~ (?) Hamito-Semitic *kr ‘to tie, to wrap’ ~ Kartvelian 


*kar-/*ker- ‘to tie’ ~ Indo-European *Ker- ‘to tie’ ~ Uralic *kara ‘to tie tightly, 


to wrap up’ ~ Dravidian [*kar- ‘to tie tightly, to tighten’] ~ Altaic *k'üra ‘to 
tie tightly, to tighten’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. 

2. Ilhé-Svityó has confused two separate Proto-Nostratic stems in this 
etymology (see below for details). 

3. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak | (2003:669— 670) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*kéra (~ -r) ‘to bind, to wind around’. Proto-Altaic initial */k-/ points to 
Proto-Nostratic initial */k’-/. 

4. The Proto-Indo-European form cited by Illi¢-Svityé should be removed, 


since it points to Proto-Nostratic *K"ar-, with an initial aspirated velar, 
instead of the Proto-Nostratic initial ejective */k-/ (= */k’-/) reconstructed 
by Illié-Svityé. A better Indo-European comparison here would be the 
following (cf. Bomhard, no. 481): 


Proto-Indo-European *k’er-/*k’or-/*k’r- *(vb.) to twist, to turn, to bend, to 
wind; to tie (together), to bind; (adj.) curved, bent, crooked; tied, bound; (n.) 
that which is tied or bound together: bunch, bundle': Sanskrit grathna-h 
‘bunch, tuft’, granth-, grathnami, grantháyati ‘to fasten, to tie or string 
together’, grantha-h ‘tying, binding, stringing together, knot’, granthi-h ‘a 
knot, tie, knot of a cord; bunch or protuberance’; Prakrit gamthai, gamthai 
‘to tie, to knot’, gamfhi- ‘knot, joint, bundle’, gamthilla- ‘knotted’; 
Assamese gathi- ‘knot, joint, protuberance’, gáthiba- ‘to string together’; 
Greek yponóg ‘hook-nosed’; Latin griimus ‘a little heap, hillock (of earth)’; 
Old Irish grinne ‘bundle’; Old Icelandic krá, kro ‘nook, corner’, kring 
‘round’, kringja ‘to encircle, to surround’, kringr ‘circle, ring’, krókr ‘hook, 
barb’, kryppil ‘cripple’, krækja ‘to hook’; Old English crampiht ‘crumpled, 
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wrinkled’, crumb, crump  'crooked', crymbing ‘curvature, bend, 
inclination’, crympan ‘to curl’, cranc-stzef ‘weaving implement, crank’, 
cryppan ‘to bend, to crook (finger)’, crymban ‘to bend’, cradol ‘cradle’; 
Old Saxon krumb ‘crooked, bent, curved, twisted’; Dutch krom ‘crooked, 
bent, curved, twisted’; Old High German kratto ‘basket? (New High 
German [dial.] Kratten, Kretten), krezzo ‘basket? (New High German 
Krátze), krumb ‘crooked, bent, curved, twisted’ (New High German 
krumm); Lithuanian garbana, garbana ‘curl, lock, ringlet’, grandis ‘ring, 
link (of a fence)’. 

The Proto-Afrasian form should also be removed. Both it and the Proto- 
Indo-European form, together with evidence from Dravidian and Uralic, 
are derived from the following Proto-Nostratic forms instead (cf. Bomhard, 
no. 424): 


Proto-Nostratic root *ktar- (~ *ktar-): 

(vb.) *K"ar- ‘to twist, turn, spin, or wind around’; 

(n.) *&"ar-a ‘ring, circle, curve’; (adj.) ‘round, curved, twisted’ 
Possible derivative: 

(n.) *křar-a ‘edge, side, bank’ 


Bomhard (no. 481) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Kartvelian, Indo-European, Uralic, 
and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *k’ar- (~ *k’ar-): 
(vb.) *k’ar- ‘to twist, to turn, to bend, to wind; to tie (together), to bind’; 
(n.) *k’ar-a ‘that which is tied or bound together: bunch, bundle’; (adj.) ‘bent, 


curved, crooked; tied, bound" 


Possible derivative: 
(n.) *k’ar-a ‘protuberance, lump, hump, breast’ 


198. *kela ‘to be insufficient’: Kartvelian *kel-/*kal- ‘to be insufficient, to need’ ~ 
Uralic *kelke ‘to be insufficient, to be needed’. Strong. 


Comments: 


1. 
2; 


The sound correspondences are perfect here. 

Klimov (1998:85) reconstructs (A) Proto-Kartvelian *kal-/*kl- ‘to lack, to 
be short of? and (B) (1998:89) Proto-Kartvelian *kel-/*kl- ‘to lack, to be 
short of’, while Fahnrich—Sardshweladse (1995:189) reconstruct Proto- 
Kartvelian *kel-/*kl-, and Fahnrich (2007:228) reconstructs *kel-/*kl-, with 
the same meaning. In addition, Klimov (1998:123) reconstructs Proto- 
Kartvelian *m-kl-e- ‘missing, deprived’, while Fahnrich—Sardshweladse 
(1995:241—242) reconstruct Proto-Kartvelian *mkle-, and Fahnrich (2007: 
292—293) reconstructs Proto-Kartvelian *mkle-, with the same meaning. 
See also Schmidt 1962:124—125. 
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3. Rédei (1986—1988:145) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Ugrian *kelke- ‘to be in 
need; must, shall’, while Sammallahti (1988:543) reconstructs Proto- 
Finno-Ugrian *kelki- ‘must’. 


Bomhard (no. 463) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Kartvelian, and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *k’al- (~ *k’al-): 

(vb.) *k’al- ‘to take away, to remove, to deprive of; to decrease, to diminish, to 
reduce; to be or become reduced or diminished’; 

(n.) *k'al-a *httleness, small quantity, scarcity; few things; lack, want, poverty, 
deficiency, insufficiency’; (adj.) ‘little, scanty, sparse, meager, insufficient, 
lacking, short of, wanting, needy’ 


199. (Descriptive) *kerjd ‘to scream’: Hamito-Semitic *qr(j) ‘to scream, to call’ ~ 
Kartvelian *kir-/*kil- ‘to scream’ ~Uralic *kerjd- ‘to ask’ ~ Dravidian *kir- 
‘to scream, to call’ ~ Altaic *[k*Eri- ‘to call]. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. In addition to the usual problems, the 
vowels do not match in this entry. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:781—782) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*kGro (= *khéro) ‘to shout, to speak’. 

3. Proto-Altaic initial */k‘-/ (= */kh-/) points to Proto-Nostratic initial */kh-/, 
not to Proto-Nostratic initial */k-/ (= */k’-/) reconstructed by Illic-Svityé. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 479) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Dravidian, and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic root *k’ar- (~ *k’ar-): 
(vb.) *k’ar- ‘to shout, to screech, to call (out to), to cry (out)’; 
(n.) *k’ar-a ‘call, cry, invocation, proclamation; roar, lamentation’ 


200. *kErda ‘breast, heart’: Kartvelian *m-kerd- ‘breast’ ~ Indo-European *Kerd- 
‘heart’. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. Lax semantics. 

As an alternative proposal to Illic-Svityé&'s etymology, Bomhard (no. 482) 
suggests that the Proto-Kartvelian form is to be derived from the following 
Proto-Nostratic form, reconstructed based upon evidence from Dravidian, 


Kartvelian, and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *k’ar-a ‘protuberance, lump, hump, breast’: 
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Possibly derived from (in the sense ‘curved shape, swelling’): 

(vb.) *k’ar- ‘to twist, to turn, to bend, to wind; to tie (together), to bind’; 

(n.) *k’ar-a ‘that which is tied or bound together: bunch, bundle’; (adj.) ‘bent, 
curved, crooked; tied, bound" 


As for the Proto-Indo-European word for ‘heart’, which Illié-Svityé gives as 
*kerd-, it is descended from the following Proto-Nostratic form (cf. Bomhard, 


no. 430), based upon evidence from Dravidian and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *&"ar-a ‘heart, core, essence’ 


201. *k/o/ post-positional intensifying and conjoining particle: Hamito-Semitic 


*k(w) conjoining particle ~ Kartvelian *kwe intensifying and affirming 
particle ~ Indo-European *k¥e conjoining and intensifying particle ~ Uralic 
*-ka/*-kd intensifying and conjoining particle ~ Altaic *-ka intensifying 
particle. Strong. 


Comment: There is absolutely no basis whatsoever for reconstructing a Proto- 
Nostratic initial ejective */k-/ (= */k’-/). All of the evidence cited by Illié-Svityé 
from the Nostratic daughter languages points to original */kw-/ (= */kwh-/), 
Note, in particular, Proto-Kartvelian *kwe and Proto-Indo-European *K"e. 


Bomhard (no. 512) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Elamite, Kartvelian, Indo-European, Uralic, Altaic, Etruscan, 
and (?) Chukchi-Kamchatkan: 


Proto-Nostratic *&""g- (~ *K"^3-) post-positional intensifying and conjoining 
particle 


202. *kol’a ‘round’: Hamito-Semitic *g(w)/ ‘round; to rotate’ ~ Kartvelian *kwer- 


/*kwal- ‘round’ ~ Indo-European *k¥el- ‘round; to rotate’ ~ (?) Uralic *kol'a 
‘circle’ ~ Altaic *Kol'a- ‘to mix, to revolve’. Weak. 


Comments: 

1. Several of the forms cited by Illié-Svityó do not belong here due to faulty 
sound correspondences or faulty reasoning: (A) There is no basis for 
reconstructing Proto-Kartvelian *kwal- — it is merely a dissimimilated 
variant of *kwer- in Zan (cf. Klimov 1964:110 and 1998:93: Proto- 
Kartvelian [reduplicated] *kwer-kwer- ‘round object’? > Mingrelian 
kvarkvalia- ‘round’; Laz korkol-a ‘curls, sheep’s excrement’; cf. also 
Fahnrich 2007:239). (B) Moreover, the final */-r-/ in Proto-Kartvelian 
*kwer- does not correspond to */-I-/ or */-Í-/ (= */-IY-/) found in the other 
forms cited by Illi¢-Svityé. (C) Both the Proto-Indo-European and Proto- 
Altaic forms (see below) point to Proto-Nostratic initial */kw-/ (= */kwh-/) 
and, as a result, should be removed from this etymology. 
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2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:850) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *kúlo (= 
*khýlo) (with initial */k*-/ [= */kh-/] and medial */-I-/ instead of */-I-/ [= 
*/-]Y-/]) ‘to roll, to turn’. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 514) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *k”hal- (~ *kwhol-): 

(vb.) *k”ħal- ‘to revolve, to go around, to roll’; 

(n.) *k”hal-a ‘circle, circuit’ 

Probably identical to: 

(vb.) *k”řal- ‘to go, to walk, to move about’; 

(n.) *k”hal-a ‘walking, walk, wandering, roaming’ 

Derivative: 

(n.) *&""gl-a ‘that which turns, rolls, revolves, or goes round and round’ (> 
‘wheel’ in the daughter languages) 


Bomhard (no. 484) includes Proto-Kartvelian (reduplicated) *kwerkwer- ‘round 
object’ under the following Proto-Nostratic forms, reconstructed based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Kartvelian, Indo-European, Yukaghir, and 
Chukchi-Kamchatkan: 


Proto-Nostratic root *k’aw- (~ *k’aw-): 
(vb.) *k’aw- ‘to bend, twist, curve, or turn round; to rotate’; 
(n.) *k’aw-a ‘any round object’; (adj.) “bent, curved, round’ 


Here is the complete Kartvelian etymology (with references): 


Proto-Kartvelian *k’w-er-, (reduplicated) *k’wer-k’wer- ‘round object’: 
Georgian k’ver- ‘flat cake, cookie (round)’, k’verk’ver-a- ‘round pie’; 
Mingrelian k’var- ‘small round loaf, cookie (maize)’, k’vark’valia- ‘round’; 
Laz k’var-, nk’var- ‘cookie (round, for children)’, k’ork’ol-a- ‘curls, sheep 
droppings’; Svan (Lower Bal) k’urp’i ‘round’, k'wási (< *k'wál-) ‘cornbread’ 
(Mingrelian loan). Schmidt 1962:119; Klimov 1964:110 *kwer-, 110 *kwer- 
kwer- and 1998:92 *kwer- ‘flat cake, cookie (round), 93 *kwer-kwer- ‘round 
object’; Fahnrich—Sardshweladse 1995:198 *kwer-; Fahnrich 2007:239 *kwer-. 
Note: I write the initial velar ejective as */k’-/ — this is traditionally written 
*/k-/. 


203. *kudi ‘tail’: Kartvelian *kwad-/*kud- ‘tail’ ^ Altaic *k‘udi-rga ‘tail’. Rejected. 
Comments: 


1. Faulty sound correspondences. Proto-Altaic initial */k‘-/ (= */kh-/) does not 
correspond to Proto-Kartvelian initial */k-/. Here, as elsewhere, Proto- 
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Altaic initial */k*-/ (—*/kh-/) points to Proto-Nostratic initial */kh-/, while 
Proto-Kartvelian initial */k-/ points to Proto-Nostratic initial */k’-/. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:814) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *kGudo- 
(rgV) (= *khiudo(rgV)) ‘tail’. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 533) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, (?) Dravidian, and Kartvelian: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *k’“ad-a ‘hind part, end, tail’ 


204. *kuAa ‘secret; to steal’: Hamito-Semitic [*q(w)/ ‘to steal, to deceive’] ~ (?) 
Kartvelian [*kwel- ‘to hide, to cover’] ~ Dravidian *kuff- ‘secret? ~ Altaic 
*kula-/*kola- ‘to steal, to lie’. Weak. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. Proto-Dravidian medial */-tt-/ does not 
correspond to the medial */-I-/ found in the other languages cited by Illic- 
Svityé. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:696) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *kjola (= 
*kiol’a) ‘to steal, to deceive’. 

3. The alleged Proto-Kartvelian form is not listed in Klimov 1964 or 1998, 
nor in Fahnrich 2007, nor in Fahnrich—Sardshweladse 1995, nor in 
Schmidt 1962. 


205. *kUta ‘small’: Hamito-Semitic *g(w)t/*k(w)t/*kt ‘small’ ~ Kartvelian *kut- 
/*kot- ‘small’ ~ Dravidian *kudd- ‘small’. Strong. 


Comment: The Proto-Dravidian form is obviously mistaken. It can only have 
been *kutt- ‘small’ (cf. Tamil kuttam ‘smallness, young of a monkey’; etc. [cf. 
Burrow—Emeneau 1984:153, no. 1670]). 


Bomhard (no. 506) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Kartvelian, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *k’ut’-a ‘shortness, smallness’; (adj.) ‘short, small’ 


206. (?) *karpa ‘to gather fruit’: Kartvelian *kerb-/*kreb- ‘to gather’, *krep- ‘to 
gather fruit’ ~ Indo-European *Kerp- ‘to gather fruit’. Rejected. 
Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. 


Bomhard (no. 490) includes the Proto-Kartvelian form under the following 
Nostratic etymology, proposed based upon evidence from Afrasian, Elamite, 
Dravidian, Kartvelian, Indo-European, and Uralic: 
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Proto-Nostratic root *k’er-: 
(vb.) *k’er- ‘to gather, to collect; to take a handful, to pick, to pluck’; 
(n.) *k’er-a ‘collection, gathering, handful’ 


207. *Ka particle inciting to action (with verbal forms): Indo-European *-ke 
particle inciting to action ~ Uralic *-k, *-k(k)a suffix of imperative and 
optative (originally a particle) ~ Dravidian *-k(k)a suffix of optative- 
imperative (originally a particle) ~ Altaic *-ka suffix of imperative. Possible. 


Comment: Once again, there is no basis whatsoever for reconstructing a Proto- 
Nostratic initial ejective */k-/ (= */k’-/). All of the evidence from the daughter 
languages points to Proto-Nostratic initial */kh-/ instead, especially when the 
following Afrasian evidence is taken into consideration (quoted here in full 
from Bomhard, vol. 1, Chapter 16, §16.50): 


A second person personal pronoun stem *kV- is widespread in Afrasian (cf. 
Diakonoff 1988:74—75, table of Suffixed Object Pronouns, and 76—77, table 
of Suffixed Possessive Pronouns; Lipiński 1997:308, §36.19; Ehret 1995:194, 
195, and 198: *ki ‘you’ [f. sg. bound pron.]; *ku, *ka ‘you’ [m. sg. bound 
pron.]; *kuuna ‘you’ [pl. bound pron.] [= *ku + old Afrasian pl. in *-n]). In 
Semitic, this stem appears as the second person singular and plural personal 
pronoun suffix (table taken from Moscati 1964:106, §13.14; see also Lipinski 
1997:308 and 362—363; Gray 1934:64 Proto-Semitic affixed personal 
pronouns: 2nd sg. m. *-k-d, 2nd sg. f. *-k-% O’Leary 1923:153—155; R. 
Stempel 1999:80—81; Bergstrásser 1983:8; Gragg—Hoberman 2012:191, table 
4.23; Barth 1913:43—48): 


Akkadian Ugaritic Hebrew Syriac Arabic Geez 


m. sg. -ka -k -k -k -ka -ka 

f. sg. -ki -k -k -k -ki -ki 

m. pl. -kunu -km -kem -kon -kum(u) | -kommü 
f. pl. -kina -kn -ken -ken -kunna -kən 
dual -km -kuma 


In Akkadian, this stem is also found in the genitive/accusative and dative 
second person singular and plural independent pronouns: (m. sg. gen.-acc.) 
kati/a, (f. sg. gen.-acc.) kati, (m. pl. gen.-acc.) kunüti, (f. pl. gen.-acc.) [kinati]; 
(m. sg. dat.) kasim, (f. sg. dat.) kasi(m), (m. pl. dative) kunüsi(m), (f. pl. dat.) 
[kinasi(m)]. In Egyptian, the second person singular masculine suffix pronoun 
is k ‘thou, thy, thee’, while it appears as k- [k-] and -k [-k] in Coptic. Also, the 
following are found in East Cushitic: Proto-East Cushitic (m.) *ku, (f.) *ki 
second person singular personal pronoun (object) ‘thee’ > Saho ku; Afar ko-o; 
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Burji see; Somali ku; Rendille ki; Boni ku; Dasenech kuu-ni ‘thou’, ko ‘thee’; 
Galla / Oromo si; Konso ke; Gidole he(de); Sidamo hee; Hadiyya ke(ejs; 
Dullay ho- ~ he-. In Southern Cushitic, the following forms occur: Proto- 
Southern Cushitic *ki second person singular feminine personal pronoun 
‘your’ > Iraqw ki, kir ‘you’ (f. sg.), -k in -ok ‘your’; Burunge igi ‘you’ (f. sg.), 
-g in -og ‘your’; Alagwa ki *you' (f. sg.), -k in -ok ‘your’; Dahalo ki ‘your’ (cf. 
Ehret 1980:243). Proto-Southern Cushitic *ku second person singular 
masculine personal pronoun ‘your’ > Iraqw ku, kuy ‘you’ (m. sg.), ku- in kunga 
‘you’ (pl), -k in -ok ‘your’; Burunge ugu ‘you’ (m. sg.), -g in -og ‘your’; 
Alagwa ku ‘you’ (m. sg.), ku- in kungura ‘you’ (pl.), -k in -ok ‘your’; K’wadza 
-ku ‘your’; Asa -ku ‘your’; Dahalo -ku ‘your’ (cf. Ehret 1980:245—246). 
Diakonoff (1988:75) lists the following Chadic second person object pronouns 
(suffixed in Musgu and Logone, but not in Hausa and Mubi): (a) singular: 
Hausa (m.) ka, (f.) ki “you, your’; Musgu -ku(nu); Logone -ku, -ku, -kam; Mubi 
ka, ki; (b) plural: Hausa ku ‘you, your’; Musgu -ki(ni); Logone -kun; Mubi kan. 
Note also Ngizim: ka(a) ‘you’, second person singular (m. or f.) used as subject 
pronoun in verbal and locative sentences (cf. Schuh 1981:89); kam ‘you’, 
second person feminine singular pronoun used as: (1) independent pronoun, (2) 
indirect object pronoun, (3) associative pronoun, and (4) independent 
associative pronoun (cf. Schuh 1981:87); kun ‘you’, second person plural 
pronoun used as: (1) independent pronoun, (2) indirect object pronoun, (3) 
bound suffix pronoun, and (4) independent associative pronoun (cf. Schuh 
1981:98); ci ‘you’, second person singular masculine pronoun used as: (1) 
independent pronoun, (2) indirect object pronoun, (3) bound suffix pronoun, 
and (4) independent associative pronoun (cf. Schuh 1981:31). 


Notes: 

1. For more information on the references cited in this quotation, cf. Bomhard, 
vol. 4, References. 

2. Bomhard uses “Afrasian” in this quotation, and in his 2021 book. As 
previously noted, Illi¢-Svityé uses *Hamito-Semitic" (Ceuwroxawurckuit) 
to refer to the same language family. 


Bomhard (vol. 1, Chapter 16, $16.50) reconstructs a Proto-Nostratic imperative 
marker *k"V based upon evidence from Afrasian, Indo-European, Uralic, 
Yukaghir, and Altaic. He notes: 


The vowel is difficult to pin down — the evidence from the daughter 
languages points to proto-forms *křa, *K^i, and *křu. This leads me to 
suspect that we may ultimately be dealing here with the deictic stems *k'a 
(~ *kha), *khi (~ *khe), and *khu (~ *kho) (see above) used adverbially. 
Used in conjunction with a verb, their original function was to reinforce 
the imperative: GO+*k/a = ‘go here (close by), GO-*XK^i ‘go over there 
(not too far away), GO-*K"u ‘go yonder (far away)". When so used, 
*kha, *khi and *k'u were interpreted as imperative markers in Uralic, 
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Altaic, and, in relic forms, in Indo-European. In Afrasian, however, *k/a, 
*khi, and *křu were interpreted as second person markers: GO+*k"a = ‘you 
go (here), GO+*khi ‘you go (over there), GO+*k"u ‘you go (yonder)!’. 


208. *Kajla ‘hot; to burn’: Hamito-Semitic [*g/- ‘to burn, to fry’] ~ Indo-European 


*Kel- ‘hot; cold’ ~ Dravidian *Ka/- ‘to burn’ ~ Altaic *k«ala- ‘hot; to burn, to 


kindle’. Weak. 


Comments: 


l. 


3. 


Faulty sound correspondences. There is no basis whatsoever for 
reconstructing a medial diphthong */-aj-/ in the Proto-Nostratic form. This 
reconstruction is undoubtedly due to a misinterpretation of the Altaic 
evidence. 

Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:796) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *kGala (~ 
-L-) (= *khiala)) ‘hot, ashes’. Proto-Altaic initial */k‘-/ (= */kb-/) does not 
come from Proto-Nostratic initial */k-/ (= */k’-/). Here, as elsewhere, 
Proto-Altaic initial */k‘-/ (—*/kh-/) points to Proto-Nostratic initial */kh-/, 
This Nostratic etymology cannot stand as written. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 464) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, and Yukaghir: 


Proto-Nostratic root *k’al- (~ *k’al-): 
(vb.) *k’al- ‘to burn, to warm, to cook, to roast’; 
(n.) *k’al-a ‘cooking, roasting, baking; glowing embers’ 


209. *Kajwa ‘to dig’: Indo-European *keiy-/*keu- (< *kieu-) ‘hole’ ~ Uralic 
*kajwa-/*kojwa- ‘to dig, to draw (to ladle), to throw’. Strong. 
Comments: 
1. There is no basis whatsoever for reconstructing Proto-Nostratic initial 
*/K-/. 
2. Rédei (1986—1988:117—118) reconstructs (A) Proto-Uralic *kaj3 (*koj3) 


‘spoon, ladle, shovel’ and (B) (1986—1988:170—171) Proto-Finno- 
Permian *kojwa- ‘to dig, to scoop’. 


Bomhard (no. 440) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Dravidian, Indo-European, and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *k'ay-: 


(vb.) *k?ay- ‘to scoop out’; 
(n.) *&"ay-a ‘spoon, ladle’ 
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Extended form: 
(vb.) *&"ay-V-w- ‘to dig’; 
(n.) *&"ay-w-a ‘cave, pit, hollow’ 


210. *KaLi ‘to raise, to rise’: Hamito-Semitic *q/- ‘to rise, to raise, summit’ ~ 
Indo-European *ke/H- ‘to rise, to raise; mountain, hill ~ Altaic *K'ali- ‘to 
rise'. Rejected. 


Comments: 


l. 
2. 


Faulty sound correspondences. 

Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak | (2003:658— 659) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*kela (~ k^, -o) ‘to rise, to jump up, to soar’. Due to the uncertainty 
regarding the reconstruction of the initial consonant in Proto-Altaic, it is 
perhaps best to omit the Proto-Altaic form from this etymology, at least 
until a more secure Proto-Altaic reconstruction can be established. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 442) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian (Egyptian and Highland East Cushitic), Dravidian, Indo-European, 
and Yukaghir: 


Proto-Nostratic root *A"ilv- (~ *Khelv-): 
(vb.) *k*il’- ‘to rise, to ascend, to lift up’; 
(n.) *k^il-a ‘hill, height’; (adj.) ‘raised, high’ 


211. *Kana ‘to give birth to, to be born’: Hamito-Semitic *gn- ‘to give birth to’ ~ 
Indo-European *ken- ‘to be born; young’ ~ Dravidian *kan- ‘to give birth to’. 
Possible. 


Comments: 


l. 
2. 


Faulty sound correspondences. 
The Proto-Indo-European form does not belong here. It should be replaced 
with the following Indo-European evidence (cf. Bomhard, no. 459): 


Proto-Indo-European *k’en-/*k’on-/*k’n- ‘to beget, to produce, to create, 
to bring forth’: Sanskrit jánati ‘to beget, to produce, to create; to assign, to 
procure’, jánas- ‘race’; Avestan zan- ‘to beget, to bear; to be born’, zana- 
‘people’; Greek yiyvoua ‘to be born’, yevváo ‘to beget, to bring forth, to 
bear’, yévog ‘race, stock, kin’, yévva ‘descent, birth’; Armenian cnanim ‘to 
beget’, cin ‘birth’; Latin geno, gigno ‘to beget, to bear, to bring forth’, 
genus ‘class, kind; birth, descent, origin’, gens, -tis ‘clan; offspring, 
descendant; people, tribe, nation’; Old Irish -gainethar ‘to be born’, gein 
‘birth’; Welsh geni ‘to give birth’; Gothic kuni ‘race, generation’; Old 
Icelandic kyn ‘kin, kindred; kind, sort, species; gender’, kind ‘race, kind’; 
Old English cynn ‘kind, species, variety; race, progeny; sex, (grammatical) 
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gender’, ge-cynd, cynd ‘kind, species; nature, quality, manner; gender; 
origin, generation; offspring; genitals’, cennan ‘to bear (child), to produce’; 
Old Frisian kinn, kenn ‘race, generation; class, kind’; Old Saxon kunni 
‘race, generation; class, kind’; Dutch kunne ‘race, generation’; Old High 
German chunni ‘race, generation’, kind ‘child; (pl.) children, offspring’ 
(New High German Kind). 


Bomhard (no. 459) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic root *k’an- (~ *k’an-): 

(vb.) *k’an- ‘to get, to acquire, to create, to produce, to beget’; 

(n.) *k’an-a ‘birth, offspring, child, young, produce’; (adj.) ‘born, begotten, 
produced’ 


212. *Kap‘a ‘to cover’: Hamito-Semitic *kp-/*qp- ‘to cover, to close’ ~ Dravidian 
*kapp-/*kava- ‘to cover’ ~ Altaic *k‘apa- ‘to close’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. The Afrasian material points to two 
separate stems. The Altaic material admits to two possible interpretations. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak reconstruct: (A) (2003:646) Proto-Altaic 
*k[a]p@ (= *k[a]p'á) ‘to cover; sack’ (> Proto-Tungusic *kup- ‘to cover; 
cloth, sheath, boxing, sack, knee covering, hat, cover, wadded coat’; Proto- 
Mongolian *kabt- ‘bag, sack’; Proto-Turkic *Kap- ‘to surround; sack’); 
and (B) (2003:765—766) Proto-Altaic *kăpù (= *kħăpřù) ‘barrier’ (> 
Proto-Tungusic *xapki- ‘to block; partition’; Proto-Mongolian *kaya- ‘to 
hinder, to close’; Proto-Turkic *Kap- ‘cover; gate, door; to close’). 


Bomhard (no. 478) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Kartvelian, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *k’ap"- (~ *k’ap"-): 
(vb.) *k’ap*- ‘to cover; to shut, to close’; 
(n.) *&'ap^-a ‘covering’ 


213. *Kar/á/ ‘black, dark colored’: Indo-European *ker-, *ker-s- “black, dark’ ~ 
Dravidian *kar/*kar/*kar ‘black, dark’ ~ Altaic *Kard ‘black’. Strong. 


Comment: Faulty Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. There is no evidence from 
any of the Nostratic daughter languages to justify positing an initial velar 
ejective */k-/ (= */k’-/) in Proto-Nostratic. However, even though the Proto- 
Nostratic reconstruction is wrong, the etymology, as a whole, is solid. 
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Bomhard (no. 429) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Afrasian (Egyptian and Omotic), Dravidian, Indo-European, and 
Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *k/ar-a ‘blackness, darkness’; (adj.) ‘black, dark’ 


214. *Karb/i/ ‘abdomen, viscera’: Hamito-Semitic *grb ‘viscera, abdomen’ ~ Indo- 


European (*Kerp-/)*Krep- ‘abdomen, body’ ~ Dravidian *kara ‘fetus, womb’ 
~ Altaic *karbi- ‘abdomen, belly fat’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. Proto-Indo-European medial */-p-/ does not 
correspond with either Proto-Afrasian or Proto-Altaic medial */-b-/, and, 
needless to repeat, Proto-Indo-European initial */K-/ (better */k-/) does not 
correspond to Proto-Afrasian initial */q-/ (= */k’-/). 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:800—801) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*kGarme (= *kiár'me) ‘fat’ as the source of the Altaic forms cited by Illic- 
Svityé. Assuming that this is a valid reconstruction, it means that the Altaic 
material must be removed from this entry. 


Bomhard (no. 543) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from A frasian, Dravidian, and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *k’“ar-b-a ‘the inside, the middle, interior, inward part’ 


As for the Proto-Indo-European form posited by Illič-Svityč, Bomhard (no. 530) 
reconstructs Proto-Indo-European *kWhreph-/*kWhyph- ‘body, belly’ and derives 

it from the following Proto-Nostratic form, reconstructed based upon evidence 

from Afrasian, Indo-European, and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) (?) *&""ur-a ‘body, belly’ 


The following evidence (and references) provides the basis for the 
reconstruction of Proto-Indo-European *kW/rep'-/*kwhyph- ‘body, belly’: 


Sanskrit (instr. sg.) Arpad ‘shape, beautiful appearance’; Avestan kahrp- ‘body, 
corpse’; Latin corpus ‘body’; Old Irish cri ‘body, shape, frame’; Old English 
hrif ‘womb, stomach’, also -(h)rif in mid(h)rif ‘diaphragm, entrails’; Old 
Frisian href, hrif ‘stomach’, also -ref in midref ‘diaphragm’; Old High German 
href ‘belly, womb, abdomen’. Pokorny 1959:620 *krep-, *krp- (or *k'erp- ?) 
“body, abdomen, belly, shape’; Walde 1927—1932.1:486—487 *qrep-, *qrp- 
(or *querp- ?); Watkins 1985:34 *Kk"vrep- and 2000:46 *k’rep- ‘body, form, 
appearance’; Mallory—Adams 1997:76 *kréps ‘body’; Mayrhofer 1956— 
1980.1:260; Ernout—Meillet 1985:144 *kyp-; de Vaan 2008:137—138 *krp-, 
*krp-os-; Walde—Hofmann 1965—1972.1:277—278. 
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215. *Kara ‘to burn, to fire’: Hamito-Semitic *gr(r) ‘to burn, to fire’ ~ Indo- 
European *ker- ‘to burn, to fry; fire’ ~ Dravidian *kar(a)- ‘to fire, to be 
scorched, to burn’. Weak. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. 

2. I have rated Illic-Svity&'s etymology as “weak” rather than completely 
rejecting it. The reason for this is that the comparison of the Afrasian and 
Dravidian material may still be valid. However, this is difficult to judge 
based upon the rather meager evidence presented from the Afrasian 
daughter languages (single forms from Akkadian, Egyptian, and Tuareg), 
which does not provide enough information to be able to determine the 
vowel to be reconstructed for Proto-A frasian. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 603) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, (?) Dravidian, Kartvelian, Indo-European, (?) Uralic, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *t#"er-: 

(vb.) *t^er- ‘to burn, to roast’; 

(n.) *t^er-a ‘ash(es), charcoal, burnt wood; firewood’; (adj.) ‘burned, heated, 
roasted, charred, parched’ 


Note: The Indo-European evidence in Illi¢-Svityé’s entry is included by 
Bomhard in an alternative etymology. Bomhard lists the following forms 
from the Indo-European daughter languages: 


Proto-Indo-European *k'er-/*k'y- (secondary o-grade form: *kor-) ‘to burn, to 
roast’: Latin carbo ‘burning or burnt wood’, cremo ‘to burn, to consume by 
fire’; Welsh crasu ‘to bake’; Gothic *hauri ‘coal’; Old Icelandic hyrr ‘fire’; 
Swedish (dial.) Ayr ‘glowing ashes’; Old English heord ‘hearth’, hierstan ‘to 
fry, to roast, to scorch’; Old Frisian herth, hirth, hird ‘hearth’; Old Saxon herth 
‘hearth’; Dutch haard ‘hearth’; Old High German herd ‘hearth’ (New High 
German Herd), herstan ‘to roast’; Lithuanian karstas ‘hot’. 


216. *Kara ‘cliff, steep elevation’: Afrasian *gr ‘cliff, mountain, hill’ ~ Indo- 
European *ker- ‘cliff, stone’ ~ Dravidian *kar(a)- ‘bank, edge’. Possible. 


Comments: 
1. Faulty sound correspondences. 
2. The Proto-Afrasian form must be removed. 


Bomhard (no. 425) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, Uralic, and Altaic: 
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Proto-Nostratic (n.) *&"ar-a ‘edge, side, bank’: 

Perhaps a derivative of: 

(vb.) *K"ar- ‘to twist, turn, spin, or wind around’; 

(n.) *&"ar-a ‘ring, circle, curve’; (adj.) ‘round, curved, twisted’ 


217. *Kar'(á) ‘bark, crust, rind’: Hamito-Semitic *gr(m) ‘bark, rind, crust’ ~ Indo- 
European *ker- ‘bark, skin’ ~ Uralic *Kore/*kere ‘bark, crust ~ Altaic 


*k E/rda//*Kar' ‘bark, crust’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. 

2. The Proto-Afrasian form must be removed. 

3. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:782—783) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 


*k€ra (= *khérva) ‘bark’. Proto-Altaic initial */k‘-/ (= *kh-/) (together with 
Proto-Indo-European initial */k-/) points to Proto-Nostratic initial */kh-/ 
and not to the Proto-Nostratic initial velar ejective */K-/ (= */k’-/) 
reconstructed by Illié-Svityé. 


Bomhard (no. 423) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Indo-European and Uralic (Bomhard does not include Altaic in 
his etymology): 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *křar-a ‘skin, hide; bark, rind’: 
Derivative of: 

(vb.) *&^ar- ‘to cut, to cut into, to cut off’; 

(n.) *křar-a ‘cut, incision’ 


218. *Kasa “to scrape, to scratch’: Hamito-Semitic [*qs- ‘to scrape, to fleece'] ~ 
Indo-European *kes- ‘to scratch’ ~ Dravidian *&a77- ‘rash, itch’. Rejected. 


Comments: 


l. 
2. 


Faulty sound correspondences. 

The Proto-Dravidian reconstruction proposed by Illié-Svityé is impossible. 
Proto-Dravidian did not have the sound */3/, though, in fairness, Illič- 
Svityé (198 1—1984.1:343, no. 218) does provide an explanation. I cannot 
give a reference here, since, to my knowledge, no Dravidian linguist, 
from Caldwell to Krishnamurti to Andronov to Subrahmanyam to Steever 
to Burrow to Emeneau, and so on and so forth, has ever seriously 
considered such a proposal. The only possible Proto-Dravidian 
reconstruction would be *kacc- ‘itch, scab’ (for reflexes in the Dravidian 
daughter languages, cf. Burrow—Emeneau 1984:103, no. 1104), if this 
even goes back to Proto-Dravidian. Such a reconstruction is supported by 
the following lexical parallels in Indo-Aryan: Sanskrit kacchu-h ‘itch, 
scab, cutaneous disease’; Pali kacchu- ‘the plant Carpopogon pruriens, the 
fruit of which causes itch when applied to the skin; itch, scab, cutaneous 
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disease’, usually used in the phrase kacchuya khajjati ‘to be eaten by itch’; 
etc. For more information, cf. Turner 1966—1969.1:130, no. 2621; 
Mayrhofer 1956—1980.1:139. Some scholars have speculated that the 
“lexical parallels” between Dravidian and Indo-Aryan are loanwords from 
Dravidian into Indo-Aryan, while other scholars have assumed the reverse. 
Perhaps, even, these are loanwords into each from another source 
altogether. In any case, the Dravidian form must be removed from this 
etymology. 

Illié-Svityé only provides Semitic material from Afrasian. The */$/ in the 
Proto-Afrasian (actually, Proto-Semitic) reconstruction he gives (*qs- ‘to 
scrape, to fleece’) represents either a lateralized affricate or a fricative- 
lateral (cf. Steiner 1977), which does not correspond to either Proto-Indo- 
European */s/ or (the alleged) Proto-Dravidian */3/. 


219. *KaSa ‘bone’: Hamito-Semitic *gs ‘bone’ ~ Indo-European *Kos-t- “bone, 


rib’. Possible. 


Comments: 


1. 


This is a possible etymology, but only if we assume that Proto-Indo- 
European initial */K-/ is from earlier */k’-/. However, though by no means 
impossible, this suggestion seems rather ad hoc. Furthermore, the 
suggestion that Proto-Indo-European initial */K-/ might be from an earlier 
laryngeal (cf. Derksen 2008:239) also seems rather ad hoc. Thus, the 
source of Indo-European initial */K-/ remains unresolved. 

The putative Mordvin cognates cited by Illié-Svityé do not belong here — 
they go back to Proto-Finno-Permian *kask3 ‘sacral region, lumbar region, 
small of the back’ (cf. Rédei 1986—1988:648). 

The evidence from the Indo-European daughter languages comes mainly, if 
not exclusively, from Slavic: 

Old Church Slavic koste ‘bone’; Russian kost' [koctb] ‘bone’; Polish kość 
‘bone’; Czech kost ‘bone’; Bulgarian kost ‘bone’; Serbo-Croatian kôst ‘rib’; 
Macedonian koska ‘bone’. 


Though some scholars have also suggested that Latin costa ‘rib’ is a cognate of 
the Slavic forms (cf. Derksen 2008:239), this is rejected by Ernout—Meillet 
(1985:146) and de Vaan (2008:140), who notes: 


Costa has been compared with Slavic *kost-i- ‘bone’, yet it is unlikely that 
it is cognate. In Slavic, kosto may be the reflex of PIE *Host- ‘bone’, since 
there is no other word which qualifies for this. This would then be a unique 
case of kV- < *HV in Slavic. Yet in Latin, PIE *Host- is reflected by os, 
ossis, so that costa cannot reflect the same etymon. Since it also does not 
mean ‘bone’ but ‘rib’, which may have different semantic roots, we must 
regard costa as an isolated word without etymology. 
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Bomhard (no. 494) tentatively accepts [Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology and 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Dravidian, and (?) Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *k’os-a ‘bone’ 


Notes: 

1. Bomhard includes Latin costa ‘rib’ as part of the Indo-European 
supporting material he cites, as does Illic-Svityé. 

2. Here is the Dravidian evidence added by Bomhard: 


Proto-Dravidian *kocc- ‘bone’: Kurux xdcol ‘bone’; Malto goclu ‘bone’. 
Burrow—Emeneau 1984:197, no. 1288. 


220. *Kawinga ‘armpit, underarm’: Uralic *kajya-la ‘armpit, underarm’ ~ 
Dravidian *kavunka ‘armpit, underarm’ ~ Altaic *kawini ‘armpit, underarm’. 
Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Here yet again, there is no justification for reconstructing Proto-Nostratic 
initial */K-/ (= */k’-/). 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:830) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *k*obàni 
(= *k^óbáni) ‘arm-pit’. Proto-Altaic initial */k*-/ (= */kh-/) points to Proto- 
Nostratic initial */kh-/, 

3. Rédei (1986—1988:178) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Ugrian *kons (*kana), 
(?) *kons (*kana) + ala ‘armpit, underarm’. Sammallahti (1988:543) 
reconstructs Proto-Finno-Ugrian *koni ‘armpit’. 

4. When more modern Proto-Uralic and Proto-Altaic reconstructions are 
taken into consideration, there is little to support this etymology. 


221. *Ká/IH/à ‘tongue’: Uralic *kéle ‘tongue’ ~ Altaic *K'ala- ‘tongue; to talk’. 
Strong. 


Comments: 

1. Here, for the umpteenth time, there is no justification for reconstructing 
Proto-Nostratic initial */K-/ (= */k’-/). 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:796—797) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*k Gali (= *khiali) ‘tongue’. 

3. Rédei (1986—1988:144— 145) reconstructs Proto-Uralic *kele (*kele) 
‘tongue, language’. 


Bomhard (no. 441) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Dravidian, Uralic, Altaic, and (?) Eskimo: 
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Proto-Nostratic root *khil- (~ *khel-): 
(vb.) *khil- ‘to make a sound or a noise; to say, to speak, to talk’; 
(n.) *k*il-a ‘sound, noise; tongue, speech, language’ 


222. *KdpG ‘paw’: Hamito-Semitic *qp/*kp/*qb ‘foot, sole, hoof; palm’ ~ Indo- 
European *kepH- ‘hoof, paw’ ~ Uralic *kdppd *paw'. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. The plethora of Proto-Afrasian variants listed by Illi¢-Svityé cannot 
possibly all belong to the same etymology. 

2. Bomhard (no. 419) includes both Proto-Afrasian *kp ‘palm, hand‘ (note, 
for example, Sheri / Jibbàli kef ‘paw, claw, palm of the hand’; Harsüsi kef 
‘flat of the hand, claw, paw’; Mehri kaf ‘palm of the hand, paw, claw’) and 
Proto-Uralic *kdppd ‘paw’ under the following etymology (see above, 
entry no. 190): 


Proto-Nostratic root *k/ap?-: 

(vb.) *K"ap^- ‘to take, seize, or grasp with the hand; to press or squeeze 
with the hand’; 

(n.) *&"ap/-a ‘hand’ 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 404) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon evidence from 
Afrasian and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *k/ab-a ‘foot, hoof’ 


Note: Bomhard explains the development of the Proto-Indo-European cognate 
as follows: Proto-Indo-European *k’ab- > (with progressive voicing 
assimilation and with the addition of a laryngeal suffix, as suggested by 
Mallory—Adams 1997:272 and Watkins 2000:43) *k*ap"-Ho- ‘hoof’. 


223. *Ke ‘who’: Uralic *ke- ‘who’ (stem of oblique case ?) ~ Altaic *k‘e- ‘who’. 
Strong. 


Comment: Even though this is rated as a strong etymology, the Proto-Nostratic 
reconstruction proposed by Illic-Svityé is erroneous. 


Bomhard (no. 528) treats this entry and entry no. 232 (see below) together and 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Indo-European, Uralic, Altaic, and Eskimo: 

Proto-Nostratic relative pronoun stem *k/i- (~ *kwhe-); interrogative pronoun 
stem *kwhg- (~ *kwha-) 
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224. *KEca ‘summer heat’: Hamito-Semitic *g(j)t ‘summer heat’ ~ Uralic *kEca 
*summer heat, summer'. Rejected. 


Comments: 

l. Proto-Afrasian */t/ (= */t’¥/ [Bomhard, vol. 1, Chapter 7, 87.6, following 
proposals by André Martinet, David Cohen, Jean Cantineau, and others] or 
*/c'/ [Ehret 1995:251—254] or still other interpretations) does not 
correspond to Proto-Uralic */é/. It corresponds to Proto-Uralic */C/ (= */ty/ 
[Bomhard, vol. 1, Chapter 12, §12.6, table of sound correspondences]) 
instead. 

2. Rédei (1986—1988:114) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Ugrian *kac3 ‘warmth; 
to become warm'. 


225. *Keta ‘to fall’: Indo-European (?) *Keid-/*kad- ‘to fall ~ Dravidian *keta- ‘to 
fall, to collapse’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. Mistaken Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. 

2. Proto-Indo-European initial */K-/ ~ */k-/ point to Proto-Nostratic */kh-/, 
not to */K-/ (= */k’-/). 

3. Proto-Indo-European */-d-/ (= */-t’-/ according to the glottalic model of 
Proto-Indo-Europen consonantism) points to Proto-Nostratic */-t’-/, not to 
*/-t-/ (= */-th-/). 


226. *KERU ‘empty, light (weight): Indo-European *ken- ‘empty’ ~ Uralic 
[*kEna- ‘light’] ~ Altaic *kGnii ‘light’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Rédei (1986—1988:862) reconstructs Proto-Ugric *k¥n3 ‘light’. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:776—777) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*k no (= *k'én»ó) ‘light, thin’. 

3. Proto-Indo-European *ken- ‘empty’ does not match the Proto-Uralic and 
Proto-Altaic forms semantically. It should be removed 

4. Not in Bomhard (2021). Nevertheless, the comparison of the Proto-Uralic 
and Proto-Altaic forms allows us to reconstruct Proto-Eurasiatic *k'eny-a 
‘light (of weight)’ (no initial ejective!). 


227. *KEra ‘horn’: Hamito-Semitic *gr- ‘horn’ ~ Indo-European *Ker- ‘horn; head, 
top, summit’. Rejected. 


Comment: This proposal has been been around for a very long time — Illié- 
Svityó was by no means the first to suggest it. However, it is false — a mere 
chance resemblance. Proto-Afrasian initial */q-/ (= */k’-/) does not correspond 
to Proto-Indo-European initial */k-/, which points to Proto-Nostratic */kh-/. 
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In order to account for the Proto-Indo-European form cited by Illic-Svityé 
(*Ker- ‘horn; head, top, summit’), Bomhard (no. 443) reconstructs the 
following Proto-Nostratic form based upon evidence from Dravidian, Indo- 
European, Afrasian, Altaic (Mongolian and Turkic), and Chukchi-Kamchatkan: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *K^ir-a ‘uppermost part (of anything): horn, head, skull, 
crown of head; tip, top, summit, peak’ 


In order to account for the Proto-Afrasian form cited by Illič-Svityč (*qr- 
‘horn’), Bomhard (no. 591) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form 
based upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Kartvelian, Indo-European, and 
(?) Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *q ""ar-a ‘edge, point, tip, peak’ 


The Indo-European evidence adduced by Bomhard to support this etymology is 
as follows: 


Proto-Indo-European *k’Wer-/*k’Wor-/*k’’y- ‘hill, mountain, peak’: Greek 
deipac (Cretan ónpác) (probably < *depF-a6-) ‘the ridge of a chain of hills’; 
Sanskrit girt-h ‘mountain, hill, rock’; Avestan gairi- ‘mountain’; Lithuanian 
giré, giria ‘forest’; Old Church Slavic gora ‘mountain’; Russian gorá [ropa] 
‘mountain’; Serbo-Croatian gora ‘mountain’; Albanian gur ‘rock’; Hittite (acc. 
sg.) gur-ta-an ‘citadel’, Kuriwanda the name of a mountain in south-western 
Anatolia. 


The Afrasian evidence adduced by Bomhard to support this etymology is as 
follows: 


Proto-Afrasian *q ar- ‘highest point, top, peak, summit, hill, mountain, horn’: 
Proto-Semitic *k’arn- ‘horn, summit, peak’ > Akkadian karnu ‘horn’; Ugaritic 
krn ‘horn’; Hebrew keren [T3] ‘horn; corner, point, peak’; Phoenician krn 
‘horn’; Aramaic karnd ‘horn’; Palmyrene krn ‘horn, corner’; Arabic karn ‘horn, 
top, summit, peak (of a mountain)’, kurna ‘salient angle, nook, corer’; Harsüsi 
kon/keron ‘horn, hill, top’, kernet ‘corner’; Mehri kon/karün ‘horn, peak, spur; 
tall narrow-based hill; hilt of a dagger; pod (of beans)’, karnét ‘corner’; Sheri / 
Jibbali kun/kérun ‘horn, hilt of a dagger, pod, peak’; Geez / Ethiopic karn [PC] 
‘horn, trumpet, tip, point’; Tigre kär, kärn ‘horn’; Tigrinya kdrni ‘horn’; Harari 
kär ‘horn’; Gurage kär ‘horn’; Amharic känd (< *k’arn-) ‘horn’; Argobba känd 
‘horn’. Geez / Ethiopic kardu [PC4-] ‘hill’. Egyptian q?? ‘hill, high ground, 
high place’, gq? ‘hill, high place’, q?y-t ‘high ground, arable land’, q3-t ‘high 
land, height’, q3y-t ‘high ground, arable land’, q3, q3y ‘to be high, exalted’, g?i 
‘tall, high, exalted’, gw ‘height’; Coptic (Sahidic), koie [kore], koeie [koeie], 
(Bohairic) koi [koi] (< *qy < *q3y) ‘field’, kro [kpo] (Demotic qr ‘shore’, grr? 
‘embankment’) ‘shore (of sea, river), limit or margin (of land), hill, dale’. 
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Proto-East Cushitic *k’ar- ‘point, peak, top’ > Galla / Oromo K'arree ‘peak’; 
Somali gar ‘hill higher than kur’; Gedeo / Darasa k’ar- ‘to sharpen’, k’ara 
‘sharp (of knife)’, (reduplicated) k’ark’ara ‘edge, blade’; Burji c’ar-i ‘point, 
top, peak, pointedness’ (loan, probably from Oromo); Hadiyya k’ar-ess- ‘to 
whet’, k’are?alla ‘edge, blade’, k’ar-ees-aanco ‘whetstone, rasp, file’; Sidamo 
k'ara ‘point, edge, blade’. Omotic: Gonga *k’ar- ‘horn’ (Mocha qáro ‘horn’); 
Aari k’ari ‘tusk’, k'armi ‘sharp’. 


228. *Kila ‘stem, stalk, hair’: Indo-European *kel- ‘(prickly) stem, stalk’ ~ Uralic 
*kalke ‘hair, combings, flocks’ ~ Dravidian [*ke/ ‘feather, hair'] ~ Altaic 
*kGla ‘thick hair’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Erroneous Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. The vowels do not match in the 
forms cited from the Nostratic daughter languages. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak | (2003:789— 790) reconstruct  Proto-Altaic 
*kilo (= *khilo) ‘stalk, stem’. Except for the Korean form cited by 
Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak, the data from the Altaic daughter languages do 
not support positing a meaning ‘thick hair’ for Proto-Altaic. 

3. Rédei (1986—1988:644) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Volgaic *kalke ‘hair; 
stalk’. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 411) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, Uralic, and Altaic: 

Proto-Nostratic (n.) *k/aly-a ‘reed, stalk, stem, blade of grass, haulm’ 

The Altaic evidence adduced by Bomhard to support this etymology is as 
follows: 


Proto-Altaic *kialvo ‘reed, a kind of grass’: Proto-Mongolian *kal- ‘reed, 
feather-grass’ > Written Mongolian galtalzi ‘reed, feather-grass’; Khalkha 
xaltalž ‘reed, feather-grass’; Buriat yalayan ‘reed, feather-grass’. Proto-Turkic 
*KAlak ‘bulrush, reedmace’ > Karakhanide Turkic gasaq *bulrush, reedmace’; 
Kirghiz qasaq ‘bulrush, reedmace’, gaseq ‘aftergrass’. Cf. Starostin—Dybo— 
Mudrak 2003:758 *kG/o ‘reed, a kind of grass’. 


229. *Kin/u/ ‘to be angry, to be jealous’: Hamito-Semitic *gn- ‘to be jealous, to be 
angry’ ~ Dravidian *kina ‘to be angry’ ~ Altaic *Kin/u/- ‘to be angry, to be 
jealous’. Weak. 


Comments: 

1. I could not locate the Altaic evidence cited by Ili¢-Svityé in Starostin— 
Dybo—Mudrak 2003, though I did locate most of the individual forms in 
dictionaries for the individual languages. 

2. Not in Bomhard (2021). 
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The Afrasian evidence cited by Illicé-Svityé points to Proto-Nostratic initial 
*/K-/ (= */k’-/). 

Proto-Semitic *kan-a?- ‘to be jealous, to be envious’ is well-represented in 
the Semitic daughter languages. However, there does not appear to be any 
justification for assigning the meaning ‘to be angry’ as well. 

The Dravidian evidence points to Proto-Dravidian *kin- ‘to be angry, 
enraged, furious, irritated, etc.’ (cf. Krishnamurti 2003:129; Burrow— 
Emeneau 1984: 147, no, 1600). There is no trace of the meaning ‘to be 
jealous’ parallel to what is found in the Afrasian and Altaic forms cited by 
Illič-Svityč. 

Though I would like to be able to give Illič-Svityč the benefit of the doubt 
here, there are simply too many uncertainties concerning this etymology. 


230. *Kira ‘hoarfrost’: Hamito-Semitic *qr- ‘ice, hoarfrost, cold’ ~ Indo-European 


* fer- (in derivatives) ‘hoarfrost, crust (of ice on snow)’ ~ Uralic *kirte, *kira 
‘crust (of ice on snow)’ ~ Altaic *k%r(a)- ‘hoarfrost, new snow’. Possible. 


Comments: 


1. 


Faulty sound correspondences. Proto-Afrasian initial */q-/ (= */k’-/ does 
not correspond to Proto-Indo-European initial */k-/ (= */kb-/) or to Proto- 
Altaic initial */k‘-/ (= */kh-/). Consequently, the Afrasian material should 
be removed. 

Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:793) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *kirma (~ 
-u, -0) (= *K'irma) ‘snow, hoar-frost’. 

The Proto-Indo-European form is reconstructed as *kreus- ‘to begin to 
freeze, to form a crust’ by Watkins (2000:44) (see also Beekes 2020.1:786: 
Proto-Indo-European *kreus- ‘to shiver’? > Greek kpoog ‘icy cold, frost’; 
etc.). 

Rédei (1986—1988:150) reconstructs Proto-Uralic *kerte (*kirte) ‘thin 
snow, crust (of ice)’. 


Bomhard (no. 444) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Dravidian, Kartvelian, Indo-European, Uralic, Altaic, and 
Eskimo: 


Proto-Nostratic root *K"ir- (~ *kher-): 
(vb.) *K"ir- ‘to freeze, to be cold’; 
(n.) *&^ir-a ‘frost, cold’ 


231. (Descriptive) *Kira ‘to scrape’: Hamito-Semitic *qr- ‘to scrape, to wound’ ~ 


Proto-Indo-European *kerH- ‘to destroy, to break’ ~ Dravidian *kira-/*kera- 
‘to scrape, to shave’ ~ Altaic *kir(a)- ‘to scrape, to plane, to cut’. Weak. 


Comments: 


1. 


Faulty sound correspondences. 
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232. 


233. 


2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak | (2003:679— 680) reconstruct  Proto-Altaic 
*kiro ‘to cut, to mince’. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 491) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Kartvelian, Indo-European, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *k’ir- (~ *k’er-) or *k'ur- (~ *k'or-): 

(vb.) *k’ir- or *k'ur- ‘to cut, to cut into, to incise, to engrave, to notch; to cut 
off, to sever, to nip off, to clip; to cut in two, to split’; 

(n.) *k’ir-a or *k’ur-a ‘cut, slit, notch; chip, piece cut off 


Bomhard includes the following Indo-European evidence in this etymology: 


Proto-Indo-European *K'er-/*k'or-/*k'r- (extended form: *K'erbh-/*k'orb^- 
/*k’rb"-) ‘to cut, to carve, to notch’: Greek ypápo ‘to write’; Old Icelandic 
krota ‘to engrave’, kurfr ‘chip, cut-off piece’; Old English ceorfan ‘to cut’, cyrf 
‘cutting’; Old Frisian kerva ‘to cut’; Dutch kerven ‘to cut’; Middle High 
German kerban ‘to cut, to notch’ (New High German kerben). 


*Ko ‘who’: Hamito-Semitic *k(w)/*q(w) ‘who’ (stem of interrogative pronoun) 
~ Indo-European *k¥o- ‘who’ (*k#-i- ‘what’ and other interrogative pronouns) 
~ Uralic *ko-/*ku- ‘who’ ~ Altaic *k@-/*k‘o- stem of interrogative pronoun. 
Strong. 


Comment: Even though this is a solid etymology, the Proto-Nostratic 
reconstruction is erroneous — there is no justification for reconstructing an 
initial ejective */K-/. 


Bomhard (no. 528) treats this entry and entry no. 223 (see above) together and 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Indo-European, Uralic, Altaic, and Eskimo: 


Proto-Nostratic relative pronoun stem *kWhi- (~ *k”4e-); interrogative pronoun 
stem *kwha- (~ *kwha-) 


*Koja ‘to rest’: Hamito-Semitic *qwj ‘to remain, to rest’ ~ Indo-European 
*k4#ei(h)- ‘to rest’? ~ Uralic *koja- ‘to lie, to rest? ~ Dravidian *Ke- ‘to rest, to 
lie’. Weak. 

Comments: 


1. Faulty sound correspondences. Proto-Afrasian initial */q-/ (= */k’-/ does 
not correspond to Proto-Indo-European initial */ku-/ (= */kwh-/), 
Consequently, the Afrasian material should be removed. 

2. Rédei(1986—1988:197) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Ugrian *kuj3- ‘to lie’. 
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3. 


The Indo-European material should also be removed. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 438) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, and (?) Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *křay- (~ *khay-): 
(vb.) *K"ay- ‘to put, to place, to set, to lay; to be placed, to lie’; 
(n.) *ktay-a ‘resting place, abode, dwelling; cot, bed’ 


234. *Kora ‘to gnaw; worm’: Indo-European *K'rmi- ‘worm’, (?) *k#er- ‘to chew 
up, to break up’ ~ Altaic *Kora ‘worm’. Strong. 


Comments: 


l. 


This is another case where the evidence from the Nostratic daughter 
languages is solid, but the Proto-Nostratic reconstruction proposed by Illié- 
Svityé is erroneous. There is nothing from either Proto-Indo-European or 
Proto-Altaic to justify positing an initial ejective */K-/ in Proto-Nostratic. 
Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak | (2003:807— 808) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*k Goro (= *khióro) ‘worm, gad-fly’. 


Bomhard (no. 531) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Dravidian, Indo-European, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *k”řur-a ‘worm, grub, maggot, insect’ 


235. *Kula ‘to fall, to subside’: Uralic *kula- ‘to fall out, to fall, to wear out’ ~ 
Altaic *k*ula- ‘to fall, to collapse’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Erroneous Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. 

2. Rédei (1986—1988:200) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Ugrian *kuls- ‘to detach, 
to come loose; to be separated from; to go out; to fall out, to fall away’ 
(‘sich ablósen; ausgehen; aus-, abfallen’). 

3. Lax semantics. The underlying meaning of the Altaic forms cited by Illic- 


Svityé is ‘to fall down, to collapse’, while that of the Uralic forms is ‘to be 
separated from; to detach, to come apart’. 


236. *Kura ‘to plait, to tie, to bind’: Indo-European *k¥er- ‘to build, to make’ ~ 
Uralic *kura-/*kora- ‘to plait, to tack together, to fasten’ ~ Dravidian *kura- 


‘to plait, to tie, to spin’ ~ Altaic *Kura- ‘to adjust (to), to build, to arrange’. 


Weak. 


Comments: 


1. 


Erroneous Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. 
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2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak  (2003:745— 746) reconstruct  Proto-Altaic 
*kuri ‘wattle, fence, enclosure, building’. 

3. Proto-Altaic initial */k-/ (< Proto-Nostratic */k’-/) does not match Proto- 
Indo-European initial */ku-/ (= */kwh-/) (< Proto-Nostratic */kwh-/). Thus, 
either one or the other of them has to be removed from this etymology. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 529) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Indo-European, and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *&"^jir- (~ *kwher-): 

(vb.) *k”hir- ‘to twist or twine together, to tie together, to bind, to fasten’; 

(n.) *k""ir-a ‘twist, tie, bundle, rope; the act of twisting or twining together: 
work, craft, act, action’ 


The Indo-European evidence adduced by Bomhard to support this etymology is 
as follows: 


Proto-Indo-European *&"^er-/*kwhr- (secondary o-grade form: *kwhor-) ‘to do, 
to make, to build’: Sanskrit karóti, krnóti ‘to do, to make, to perform, to cause, 
to accomplish, to effect, to prepare, to undertake; to execute, to carry out; to 
manufacture, to work at, to elaborate, to build; to form or construct one thing 
out of another; to employ, to use, to make use of, krtá-h 'done, made, 
accomplished, performed, prepared, made ready; obtained, gained, acquired, 
placed at hand', kará-h 'doing, making', kárman- 'act, action, performance, 
business’, krtya ‘act, action, deed, performance, achievement; enchantment, 
magic’; Avestan karanaoiti ‘to do, to make’; Old Persian kar- ‘to do, to make, 
to build’; Lithuanian kuriu, kurti ‘to make, to create, to build’. 


The Afrasian evidence adduced by Bomhard to support this etymology is as 
follows (the vowel reconstructed for Proto-Afrasian is based upon the Southern 
Cushitic evidence): 


Proto-Afrasian *Kk"ir- ‘to twist or twine together, to tie together, to bind, to 
fasten’: Proto-Semitic *kar-as- ‘to tie, to fasten’ > Akkadian kardasu ‘to tie, to 
fasten’, kurussu (kursit) ‘strap (of leather or metal)’. Proto-Semitic *kar-ab- ‘to 
twist or twine together’ > Arabic karaba ‘to tighten one’s bonds, to twist a 
rope’; Harsüsi kerob ‘to screw, to screw up’; Mehri karüb ‘to screw, to screw a 
rifle butt tight through the muzzle’; Sheri / Jibbali kórób ‘to screw, to screw a 
rifle butt tight (through the muzzle)’; Geez / Ethiopic karabo [héf!] ‘woven 
basket, pouch’; Tigrinya karibbo ‘small skin used as a bag’; Amharic kdrdbo 
‘basket’. Leslau 1987:290. Proto-Semitic *kar-ak- ‘to twist or twine together, 
to tie together, to bind, to fasten’ > Hebrew karay [JDJ] ‘to encircle, to twine 
around, to embrace, to wrap’, kerey [132] “twining; scroll, volume; bundle’; 
Aramaic karay ‘to enwrap, to surround’, kariya ‘bundle; scroll’; Akkadian 
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karaku ‘to intertwine; to obstruct, to dam; to immerse, to soak; to do promptly 
(?)’; Geez / Ethiopic k&"ark"ada [teChe&] ‘to embrace, to take in one's arms’; 
Amharic kYärkk”ädä ‘to tie up, to shackle’. Klein 1987:287; Leslau 1987:291; 
Murtonen 1989:239. Egyptian k?-t ‘work, construction; craft, profession’, k?wty 
‘workman, laborer, artisan, craftsman, *weaver’. Hannig 1995:874—875 and 
875; Gardiner 1957:597; Faulkner 1962:283; Erman—Grapow 1921:193 and 
1926—1963.5:98—101, 5:102. Berber: Tuareg kurat ‘to wind or wrap several 
times (as a turban around the head)’, takarut ‘turban’; Ghadames akraru ‘stick 
used to stir sauces’; Wargla sskur ‘to wind into a ball, to wrap’, akur ‘ large 
ball, ball of wool’, takurt ‘ball’; Mzab ssegur ‘to wind into a ball’, agur ‘ball’, 
tacrart ‘skein’; Tamazight kur ‘to be wrapped, to be wound into a ball’, tikurin 
‘ball, spool of thread’; Riff skur ‘to wind into a ball’, takurt ‘ball (of thread, 
wool)’; Kabyle kar ‘to be wound into a ball’, akur ‘large ball’; Zenaga kurer 
‘to be round, circular; to walk in a circle’. Proto-Southern Cushitic *kirih-, 
*kwirüh- ‘to turn (intr. > Ma’a -kiri?i ‘to come back’, -kiriti ‘to turn 
(something); to give back; to ask’; Iraqw kwirihis- ‘to twist (something)’. Ehret 
1980:266. Ehret 1995:207, no. 346, *Air- ‘to turn’. 


Note: The Dravidian material (cf. Burrow—Emeneau 1984:161, no. 1779) 
cited by Illié-Svityé may belong here. 


237. (?) *Kura ‘blood’: Indo-European *kreuH- ‘coagulated blood, bloody meat’ ~ 
Dravidian *kuruti ‘blood’. Strong. 


Comment: Erroneous Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. 


Bomhard (no. 453) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Afrasian (Ancient Egyptian), Dravidian, and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *k/ur-a ‘blood’ 


238. *KüjnA "wolf, dog": (?) Afrasian *k(f)n/*k(j), *k(w)l ‘dog, wolf ~ Indo- 
European *kuon/*kun- ‘dog’; Uralic *küjnä ‘wolf’. Strong. 


Comments: 

1. Erroneous Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. 

2. The Afrasian material cited by Illié-Svityé pointing to Proto-Afrasian *K(j)I, 
*k(w)l should be removed. 

3. Though not in Rédei (1986—1988), I was able to verify the Uralic forms 
cited by Illic-Svityé (cf. Napolskikh [Hanonpcxux] (2001:370—371). 


Bomhard (no. 454) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, and Uralic: 
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Proto-Nostratic (n.) *&^uwan-a or *k"un-a originally a generic term meaning 
*young (especially of animals)'; later specialized as *young dog, puppy' (as in 
Kannada and Kolami within Dravidian) and then simply ‘dog’. 


Note: This term may be an early borrowing. 


239. *Külá ‘community, clan’: Hamito-Semitic [*q(w)/ ‘tribe’] ~ Indo-European 
*k4el- ‘clan, family’ ~ Uralic *kiild ‘agricultural community, village; dwelling, 
house’ ~ (?) Dravidian [*ku/ ‘family, crowd’] ~ Altaic [*Külä ‘house, house 
servants’]. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:735) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *kulV 
‘servant, slave’. Semantically, this really has nothing to do with any of the 
forms from the other Nostratic daughter languages and, therefore, should 
be removed. 

2. Ihave had difficulty verifying the Semitic forms cited by Illič-Svityč. Even 
the reference he gives to Cohen seems problematic — Illié-Svityé refers to 
Cohen (1947:124, no. 223). There, Cohen lists Hebrew kahal ‘assemblée’ / 
‘assembly gathering’ (this should be &ahal) and refers to Arabic kulla 
‘foule? / ‘crowd, multitude’, referring further to item no. 233. But the 
meaning he gives for the Arabic form under no. 223 is not the same as the 
meaning he gives under no. 233. Instead, under no. 233, he lists Arabic 
kulla ‘cime, sommet de la tête, tête’ and ‘cruche’ / ‘highest point; top, 
summit, head; apex; vertex’ and ‘pitcher, jug’, not ‘foule’ / ‘crowd, 
multitude’. As for Hebrew kahal ‘assembly, gathering’, the only Semitic 
cognates Klein (1987:564) lists are Aramaic kahal ‘to assemble, to gather’ 
(note also Aramaic kahala ‘congregation, community, assembly’) and 
Akkadian qu?ulu ‘to assemble, to gather’. In my opinion, the Semitic 
material is far too uncertain to be included in this entry. 

3. Beekes (2010.1:1463—1464) rejects comparison of Sanskrit kula-h 
‘generation, family, crowd’ with Greek t£Aog in the meaning ‘division of 
an army’ as well as derivation from Proto-Indo-European *&"e/-. Moreover, 
this is not even the primary meaning of Greek téAoc. Needless to say, other 
scholars disagree with Beekes here. Thus, on deeper investigation, the 
Indo-European material cited by Illič-Svityč is also fraught with 
uncertainties. 


240. *Ķüpä ‘to boil, to swell up’: Indo-European *keup-/*keuHp- ‘to boil, to 
evaporate’ ~ Altaic *k'opá- ‘to swell up, to foam’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Erroneous Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:841) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *k op (~ 
-e) (= *K'óphi) ‘foam’. 
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Bomhard (no. 436) would include Proto-Indo-European *keup-/*keuHp- ‘to 
boil, to evaporate’ under the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, Yukaghir, and Chukchi- 
Kamchatkan — he does not include the Altaic material listed by Illic-Svityé: 


Proto-Nostratic root *křaw- (~ *kiaw-): 
(vb.) *k"aw- ‘to swell, to expand, to inflate, to grow, to increase’; 
(n.) *křaw-a ‘accumulation, inflation, expansion, growth; heap, pile; height’ 


241. *KUca ‘woven basket’: (7) Hamito-Semitic *qws/*k(w)s ‘woven basket’ ~ 
Indo-European *k¥os- ‘woven basket, woven article’ ~ Uralic *kuca-/*koca 
“birch basket, birch vessel’. Rejected. 


Comment: Though the semantics are acceptable, this etymology is deeply 
flawed on many levels when it comes to sound correspondences. 


242. *KUma ‘to swallow, to devour’: Hamito-Semitic *q(w)m ‘to devour, to eat? ~ 
Indo-European *k¥em- ‘to swallow, to gulp down’. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. 


243. *KU/p/a ‘pile, heap’: Indo-European *keup-/*keub- ‘pile’ ~ Dravidian 
*kupp(a)-/*kuva- “pile; to pile up’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Erroneous Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. There is nothing from the 
material cited from the Nostratic daughter languages to justify 
reconstructing a Proto-Nostratic initial ejective */K-/ (= */k’-/). 

2. I would include the Proto-Indo-European form under entry no. 240 (see 
above) but not the Proto-Dravidian form. 


244. *KUra ‘short’: Hamito-Semitic *q(w)r/*kr ‘short’? ~ Dravidian *kur ‘short, 
small’ ~ Altaic *k‘or/u/- ‘short; to lessen’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. Erroneous Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. 

2. Proto-Afrasian *q(w)r should be removed, while *kr can stay. 

3. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:843—844) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*koru (= *k'oru) ‘short; to diminish, to grow less’. 


Bomhard (no. 521) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *&""gr- (~ *kvhar-): 
(vb.) *k”har- ‘to cut short, to reduce, to decrease, to diminish, to lessen’; 
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(n.) *&"^ar-a ‘shortness’; (adj.) ‘short’ 
Derivative of: 

(vb.) *k"^ar- ‘to cut’; 

(n.) *&"^ar-a ‘piece cut off; knife’ 


245. *Ka directive particle: Hamito-Semitic *A(//*q ?) directive particle ~ Uralic 


246. 


*-kka/*-ka suffix of lative, a postpositional directive particle ~ Dravidian 
*-kka/*-ka suffix of dative-lative ~ Altaic *-ka postpositional directive particle, 
suffix of dative-lative. Strong. 


Comment: Erroneous Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. 


Bomhard (vol. 1, Chapter 16, $16.31) reconstructs the following directive 
particle based upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Elamite, Kartvelian 
(Svan), Uralic, Altaic, Chukchi-Kamchatkan, Gilyak / Nivkh, and Eskimo: 
Proto-Nostratic *-&^a relational (directive) particle meaning ‘direction to or 
towards; motion to or towards'. 
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(?) *-l/a/ suffix of collective nouns: (?) Uralic *-/a collective suffix ~ Dravidian 
*-[ plural suffix ~ Altaic *-/(a) collective suffix. Strong. 


Bomhard (vol. 1, Chapter 16, 816.25) reconstructs the following plural/ 
collective marker based upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Uralic, Altaic, 


and Chukchi-Kamchatkan: 


Proto-Nostratic *-/a plural/collective marker. 


247. (Descriptive) */aka ‘to lick’: Hamito-Semitic */g ‘to lick’ ~ Kartvelian */ok- 


/*lak- ‘to lick? ~ Indo-European */ak- ‘to lick, to lap’ ~ Uralic *lakka- ‘to lick, 
to lap’ ~ Dravidian *nakk-/*ndk- ‘to lick’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. 

2. The Proto-Indo-European form should be removed. It should be replaced 

by */ik’- (traditional reconstruction */ig- ‘to lick’, found in Germanic [cf. 

Kroonen 2013:337]) (see below). 

The Proto-Dravidian form should be removed. 

4. Based upon the evidence from Afrasian and Kartvelian, reconstructing 
Proto-Nostratic medial */-k-/ (= */-k’-/) is fully justified here. 

5. There appear to have been several similar words for ‘to lick’ beginning 
with */l-/ in Proto-Nostratic. 


U 
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Bomhard (no. 951) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian (*lak’- ~ *lik’- ~ *luk’- ‘to lick, to lap, to gulp 
down, to swallow’), Kartvelian (*/ok’- ‘to lick"), and Indo-European (*/ik’- ‘to 
lick’): 


Proto-Nostratic root *lak’- (~ *lak’-), *lik’- (~ *lek’-), *luk’- (~ *lok’-) 
(onomatopoeic): 

(vb.) *lak’-, *lik’-, *luk’- ‘to lick’; 

(n.) *lak’-a, *lik’-a, *luk’-a ‘licking’ 


248. *-[A suffix of denominative verbs: Uralic *-/A ‘suffix of denominative verbs ~ 
Altaic *-/a/*-/d suffix of denominative verbs. Strong. 


Comment: Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:186—190) reconstruct a Proto- 
Altaic derivational suffix *-/- with the following functions: (A) deverbative 
nominal and (B) denominative nominal (attributive). They note (p. 190): 


It seems in fact possible to unite both usages of PA *-l-, by assigning it a 
general original attributive (denominative or deverbative) meaning. But we 
must stress that only with the latter meaning did the suffix become a part of 
the Common Altaic inflectional paradigm. In some daughter branches it 
has penetrated the nominal paradigm as well ... 


Bomhard (vol. 1, Chapter 16, 816.43) reconstructs the following Proto- 
Nostratic “nominalizer” based upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, 
Kartvelian, Indo-European, Uralic, Altaic, and Eskimo. Bomhard (vol. 1, 
Chapter 18, §18.12) speculates that this derivational suffix may have been used 
to form deverbative nouns. 


Proto-Nostratic *-/- nominalizer. 


249. */Asa ‘to rub, to damage’: Kartvelian */es- ‘to rub, to damage’ ~ Indo- 
European */es- ‘weak, destroyed, bad’ ~ Dravidian *nac- ‘to wear out; to 
cause disease; to weaken’. Possible. 


Comments: 

]. The Proto-Dravidian form should be removed. Proto-Dravidian initial */n-/ 
does not correspond either to Proto-Kartvelian initial */1-/ or to Proto-Indo- 
European initial */l-/. 

2. Klimov (1998:109) reconstructs Proto-Kartvelian */es- *to rub, to sharpen? 
— see also Fahnrich 2007:269 and Fahnrich—Sardshweladse 1995:220. 

3. In view of the alleged Germanic (cf. Gothic /asiws ‘weak’, etc.) and Slavic 
cognates (cf. Serbo-Croatian /Ós “poor, bad, evil’, etc.), the Proto-Indo- 
European form should be reconstructed as */es-/*los-, and this is, indeed, 
discussed by Illič-Svityč. However, even though the Germanic ~ Slavic 
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comparison is accepted by Derksen (2008:285—286), he rightly notes that 
it has been rejected by others (such as Trubacev) on semantic grounds. 
Illič-Svityč also brings in Latin /es-tu-s in sub-lestus ‘slight, weak, trivial’. 
This form is not in De Vaan (2008), but it is in Ernout—Meillet (1985:661), 
who declare that it is of uncertain etymology (“étymologie incertaine”). 
Although Illič-Svityč has done an excellent job of discussing the 
Kartvelian and Indo-European evidence, there are too many uncertainties 
involved within Indo-European to make this a totally convincing Nostratic 
etymology. Nonetheless, it is not without merit. Consequently, I am giving 
Illié-Svityé the benefit of the doubt here. 


250. (?) *l/e/p'A ‘spleen’: Hamito-Semitic */p ‘spleen’ ~ Uralic *//e/ppá ‘spleen’. 


Possible. 

Comments: 

1. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:875) reconstruct Proto-Altaic */iap*V (= 
*liap^V) ‘spleen’. 

2. Rédei (1986—1988:242) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Ugrian */ápps (*ddpp3) 
or */epp3 (*depp3) ‘spleen’. 

3. It is difficult to reconstruct a common Proto-Indo-European word for 
‘spleen’. For example, Mayrhofer (1956—1980.II:385—386) lists the 
following variants: *sphi-gh-, *sphl-i-gh-, *sphl-i-a-gh-, *sphl-n-gh-. 

4. There are two variants of this stem in Afrasian, as follows: 


Proto-Afrasian *pal- ~ *lap- (metathesis from *pal-) ‘spleen’: Proto-High- 
land East Cushitic *hifella ‘spleen’ (prefix *hi-, secondary *-e-) > Hadiyya 
hilleffa ‘spleen’; Kambata efeella ‘spleen’; Sidamo efelekk’o ‘spleen’. East 
Cushitic: Afar aleefu ‘spleen’ (prefix *2a-, secondary *-e-). West Chadic 
*lap- ‘spleen’ > Sura llap ‘spleen’; Angas lap ‘spleen’; Kulere ma-laf 
‘liver’. Orél—Stolbova (1995:358, no. 1651) reconstruct Proto-Afrasian 
*lap- ‘spleen’ 


Bomhard (no. 86) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, Uralic, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *p^al-a (metathesized variant */ap^-a in Uralic, Altaic, and 
part of Afrasian) ‘spleen’ 


251. (?) *lewdd ‘to search, to find’: Uralic *Lewóá- ‘to find’ ~ Dravidian [*net- 


/*nat- ‘to search for’]. Rejected. 


Comments: 


1. 


Faulty sound correspondneces. Proto-Uralic medial */-6-/ is not a reflex of 
Proto-Nostratic medial */-d-/. Proto-Uralic initial */L-/ does not 
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correspond to Proto-Dravidian initial */n-/. Proto-Dravidian initial */n-/ is 
not a reflex of Proto-Nostratic initial */]-/. 
2. Questionable semantics. 


252. *lip‘a ‘sticky’: Hamito-Semitic */P- ‘to smear with grease/fat; fat’? ~ 
Kartvelian */ap-/*/p- ‘dirt, clay’ ~ Indo-European */eip- ‘to stick to, to smear 
with grease/fat; sticky’ ~ Uralic *Lipa- ‘slippery, sticky’ ~ Dravidian *niv- 
‘to smear with grease/fat, to stroke’ ~ Altaic */ipa- ‘to stick to; sticky, 
viscous’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. Proto-Dravidian initial */n-/ is not a reflex 
of Proto-Nostratic initial */l-/. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:861) reconstruct Proto-Altaic */ajpV (= 
*Jajp"V) ‘to glue, to stick to’. 


253. *-la adjectival suffix: Kartvelian *-/-/*-el-/*-il- suffix of participles and 
deverbative nouns; *-i/-/*-o/- diminutive suffix ~ Indo-European *-/- suffix of 


denominative and deverbative adjectives ~ Uralic *-/a-/*-ld suffix of 
adjectives, nouns, and diminutives ~ Altaic *-/ suffix of deverbative nouns. 
Strong. 

Comments: 


1. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:186—190) reconstruct a Proto-Altaic 
derivational suffix *-/-, which has two functions: (A) deverbative nominal 
and (B) denominative nominal (attributive). It is not listed in Robbeets 
2015. 

2. The Proto-Uralic derivational suffix reconstructed by Illic-Svityé is not in 
the list presented by Aikio (to appear, pp. 35—41, §1.4.5 Word Formation), 
but it is in Collinder (1960:259—260 [272—273, 276—277]). 

3. Klimov (1998:46) reconstructs Proto-Kartvelian *-e/ affix of noun 
derivation and (1998:81) Proto-Kartvelian *-i/- an affix producing 
participles. 


Bomhard (vol. 1, Chapter 16, $16.43) reconstructs a Proto-Nostratic 
derivational suffix *-/- "nominalizer", which may have been used to form 
deverbative nouns. 


254. (Descriptive) */'ama ‘to knead, to mash, to soften’: Hamito-Semitic */m ‘soft, 
tender’ ~ Indo-European */em- ‘to break; weak" ~ Uralic */'ama ‘to knead, to 
mash, to crush; weak’ ~ Dravidian */ama- ‘to squeeze, to knead, to mash, to 
break’. Possible. 
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Comments: 

1. The Proto-Dravidian form should be removed. Proto-Dravidian initial */t-/ 
is not a reflex of Proto-Nostratic initial */l'-/ (= */ly-/). 

2. Rédei (1986—1988:684) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Permian */ama ‘weak- 
ness; weak'. This appears to rule out the need to reconstruct Proto- 
Nostratic initial */l'-/ (= */ly-/). 

3. The Afrasian evidence presented by Illič-Svityč is rather limited: a single, 
questionable form from Semitic (Akkadian /amamu ‘to chew’), a single 
form from Berber (Tashelhiyt / Shilha i/mad ‘to be soft’), and a handful of 
forms from Central Cushitic, all meaning ‘to be soft’. Though limited, the 
evidence from Afrasian is more than adequate — both the sound 
correspondences and the semantics match what is found in the other 
Nostratic daughter languages. 

4. The Proto-Indo-European form is solid (cf. Pokorny 1959:674). 

5. Not in Bomhard (2021). 


255. *l/a/Ka ‘leg’: Hamito-Semitic */q-/*/k- ‘leg, foot’ ~ Indo-European */ek- ‘leg’ 
~ (?) Uralic */aka- ‘leg’ ~ (?) Dravidian *tak ‘to walk’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences — the Dravidian form does not belong here. 

2. There is no basis whatsoever for reconstructing a Proto-Nostratic medial 
ejective */-K-/ (= */-k’-/. 

3. Ilhié-Svityé has confused two separate Proto-Afrasian stems. 


Bomhard (no. 949) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Elamite, and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic */ak^- (~ *Iok^-): 
(vb.) */ak^- ‘to go on foot, to travel on foot’; 
(n.) *lak-a ‘leg, foot’ 


Here is the Afrasian evidence Bomhard includes in his etymology: 


Proto-Afrasian */ak- (~ *lik- ~ *luk-) ‘leg, foot’: Berber: Tuareg alkam ‘to 
follow, to pursue, to accompany on a trip, to follow on foot’; Tamazight alkam 
‘to reach, to arrive at, to reunite with, to overtake’; Tashelhiyt / Shilha a/kam ‘to 
arrive at, to reunite with, to reach’. Proto-East Cushitic */ak-/*lik-/*luk- ‘leg, 
foot’? > Saho lak ‘leg, foot’; Somali lug ‘leg, foot’; Arbore /uk-a ‘leg, foot’; 
Sidamo /ekk-a ‘leg, foot’; Bayso luk-i ‘leg, foot’; Galla / Oromo /uk-a ‘thigh’; 
Burji /ukk-a ‘leg’; Gedeo / Darasa lekka- ‘leg, foot’; Hadiyya lokko ‘leg, foot’; 
Kambata lokka-ta ‘leg, foot’; Elmolo luk ‘leg, foot’; Gidole /ukk-et ‘leg, foot’; 
Alaba lokk-a ‘leg, foot’; Tsamay luk-te ‘leg, foot’; Gawwada lux-ti ‘leg, foot’. 


A CRITICAL REVIEW OF VOLS. 1 & 2 OF ILLIC-SVITYC'S NOSTRATIC DICTIONARY 119 


Note: The Cushitic forms require the reconstruction of multiple vowels in 
Proto-Afrasian. Yet, all of these forms clearly belong together. 


256. *lap'a ‘flat’: (7?) Hamito-Semitic */P- ‘flat, palm’ ~ Indo-European */ep- 
‘palm, paw’ ~ Uralic *fappa/*tapa ‘flat, paw, shoulder blade’ ~ Altaic */apa- 
‘flat, leaf’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Rédei (1986—1988:236) reconstructs Proto-Uralic */apa ‘flat surface; leaf, 
page (of a book), etc.’ Rédei (1986—1988:237) also reconstructs Proto- 
Uralic */apps ‘flat; flat surface’. These reconstructions eliminate the need 
to posit a Proto-Nostratic initial */1-/. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:867—868) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*lap9% (= *laphi) ‘flat, broad’. 

3. The Afrasian material cited by Illié-Svityé is rather limited and somewhat 
uncertain. 

4. Not in Bomhard (2021). 


257. *1A locative particle: Hamito-Semitic */ locative-directive particle ~ (?) 
Kartvelian *-/a locative suffix ~ Uralic *-ła/*-łä locative suffix ~ (?) 
Dravidian *-u/ locative suffix ~ Altaic [*-/a/*-/à locative suffix]. Strong. 


Comments: 

1. Originally, this was an independent particle in Afrasian. It shows up as a 
directive prefix in Semitic and as a directive suffix in Cushitic. Diakonoff 
(1988:61) reconstructs an A frasian directive *-/ and notes: 


-l: directive (in the Cushitic Bilin, Saho); the Semitic ‘dative’ and 
‘directive’ preposition /V- (also > prefixed accusative marker in the 
later Aramaic dialects), and the Egyptian preposition n (< */-). 


2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:859) reconstruct Proto-Altaic */a- ‘on 
this side, near’. They note: “Originally a monosyllabic deictic root with 
directive affixes.” 

3. Collinder (1960:291—292) notes: 


In western FU and in Samoyed, the local cases are mostly formed by 
means of a coaffix (*/, *s, *s, *A), i.e., the primordial case ending 
(*-na ~ *-nd, for instance) is added to a derivative, not immediately to 
the word stem. 


Collinder then goes on to discuss the developments in the various Uralic 
daughter languages. Illič-Svityč has done a good job of summarizing the 
Uralic developments. The only disagreement I have is with the 
reconstruction of Proto-Uralic initial */1-/. The evidence points to Proto- 
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Uralic initial */l-/ instead. This means that the Proto-Nostratic form should 
be reconstructed as */A. 

4. The Dravidian form should be removed. 

5. Not in Bomhard (2021). 


258. *lejna ‘soft, weak’: Hamito-Semitic */jn ‘soft, weak’ ~ Indo-European */ei- 
‘soft, weak, thin’ ~ Uralic */ejna ‘weak’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Rédei (1986—1988:246) reconstructs Proto-Uralic */era (= *lenva) ‘weak, 
slack’. Rédei’s reconstruction makes it impossible to compare the Proto- 
Uralic form with the Proto-Afrasian and Proto-Indo-European forms cited 
by Illi¢-Svityé and, consequently, it must be removed from this etymology. 

2. The reconstruction of the Proto-Afrasian form is questionable. Egyptian 
nnj ‘to be weary, inert’ most certainly does not belong here. It cannot be 
separated from nnw ‘weariness, inertness’ and nnjw ‘the dead’ (that is, ‘the 
inert ones’). 


259. *tiwa ‘mud, silt’: Indo-European */eu(H)- ‘mud, silt? ~ Uralic */iwa ‘mud, 
sand, bog’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Rédei (1986—1988:250) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Ugrian */iwa ‘sand’. It 
is becoming increasingly evident that there is no justification whatsoever 
for reconstructing Proto-Nostratic initial */1-/. All of the instances in which 
Illié-Svityé posited such a sound should be reinterpreted as having had 
initial */l-/ instead. 

2. Beekes (2010.1:878) derives Greek Apa ‘dirt, waste, garbage’ from Proto- 
Indo-European */uH- ‘dirt; to pollute, to contaminate’. According to 
Beekes: 


This verb lives on in Lat. pol-lud < *por-luo and led to the verbal noun 
Lat. lutum = Olr. loth *excrements, dirt. Other derivatives are Lat. 
lustrum *puddle, marsh' and German river names like Lune and Lienz 
(from *Luantia), cf. Núuać. 


3. In view of the more restricted meaning assigned by Rédei to the Proto- 
Uralic form he reconstructs and taking into consideration the meaning 
assigned to the Proto-Indo-European ancestor of Greek Ada reconstructed 
by Beekes, the comparison with Proto-Indo-European seems unlikely. 


260. *tonKa ‘to bend’: Indo-European */enk- ‘to bend’ ~ Uralic *foyka ‘to bend, to 
chip off; to droop, to dangle’ ~ Dravidian *tonk- ‘to bend, to dangle’ ~ Altaic 
*loga- ‘to bend, to incline, to bow’. Weak. 
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Comments: 


1. 


The Proto-Dravidian form should be removed from this etymology. Proto- 
Nostratic initial */1-/ (rather */l-/ see above, comments to no. 259) does not 
yield Proto-Dravidian initial */t-/. 

Rédei (1986—1988:256) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Ugrian */ygks- ‘to be 
split apart’ as the ancestor of the Uralic forms cited by Illič-Svityč. 
Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1458) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *t'oge (~ 
-i) (= *thoye) ‘to bow, to bend’ to account for the Altaic evidence cited by 
Illič-Svityč. Though a comparison of the Proto-Altaic form reconstructed 
by Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak with the Proto-Dravidian form recon- 
structed by Illič-Svityč may still be a possibility, the comparison with the 
alleged Proto-Indo-European and Proto-Uralic forms cannot be maintained. 


261. *tika ‘to pierce, to insert’: Uralic *Zükka ‘to pierce, to insert’ ~ Dravidian 
[*tukk- ‘to insert, to push’ ~ Altaic */iikd- ‘to pierce’. Rejected. 


Comments: 


l. 


Here, again, there is no justification, based upon the evidence from the 
Nostratic daughter languages cited by Illič-Svityč, for reconstructing a 
Proto-Nostratic medial ejective */-k-/ (= */-k’-/). 

The Proto-Dravidian form must be removed due to faulty sound corres- 
pondences. 

Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:880) reconstruct Proto-Altaic */uk8 (~ 
-o-) (= *lukhi) ‘to break through’ to account for the Altaic forms cited by 
Tllié-Svityé. 

Rédei (1986—1988:248—249) reconstructs Proto-Uralic *likkd- (*lükká-) 
‘to push, to shove, to thrust’. 

The Proto-Uralic and Proto-Altaic vowels do not match. The semantics are 
slightly off as well. 


262. *Laba ‘to seize, to acquire’: Hamito-Semitic */b- ‘to seize, to acquire’ ~ Indo- 
European *//e/bh- ‘to seize, to acquire’ ~ Altaic [*/aba- ‘to grab with the 
teeth’ ]. Strong. 


Comment: Bomhard separates this entry into two Proto-Nostratic etymologies: 


Bomhard (no. 942) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic root */ab- (~ *lab-): 

(vb.) */ab- ‘to take hold of, to grasp’; 

(n.) */ab-a ‘taking, grasping’ 

Possible derivative: 

(vb.) */ab- ‘to eat greedily, to lap (up), to suck milk’; 
(n.) */ab-a ‘eating, sucking? 
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Bomhard (no. 943) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root */ab- (~ *lab-): 

(vb.) */ab- ‘to eat greedily, to lap (up), to suck milk’; 
(n.) */ab-a ‘eating, sucking? 

Possibly related to or derived from: 

(vb.) */ab- ‘to take hold of, to grasp’; 

(n.) */ab-a ‘taking, grasping’ 


263. *LaHm/u/- ‘swamp’: (?) Kartvelian [*/am- ‘silt, dampness’] ~ Indo-European 
*lehm- ‘swamp, puddle’ ~ Uralic *Lampe ‘swamp, small lake’ ~ Altaic */amu 


“swamp, sea’. Weak. 


Comments: 


l. 


6. 


Klimov (1964 and 1998) does not reconstruct a Proto-Kartvelian */am- 
‘silt, dampness’, nor do Fahnrich (2007) or Fahnrich—Sardshweladse 
(1995). The only Kartvelian form that Illic-Svityé cites is from Georgian: 
lami (qs do) '(river, etc.) silt, sand; black loam; dew, dampness’. This 
does not appear to be particularly close semantically to the forms from the 
other Nostratic daughter languages cited by Illi¢-Svityé. 

Illic-Svityé bases the reconstruction of the Proto-Indo-European form on 
the evidence of several marginal forms from Latin and Balto-Slavic. 
However, De Vaan (2008:324) questions the nature of the relationship 
between Latin /ama ‘marshy place, bog’ and the Balto-Slavic forms cited 
by Illié-Svityé: 


In theory, Latv. Jama and Latin Jama may both go back to */eh2-mo-, 
but the isolated position of /ama and the possibility that the Baltic 
words derive from the root */em- ‘to break’ render the connection 
rather uncertain. 


Rédei (1986—1988:235) reconstructs Proto-Uralic */ampe *puddle, pool, 
bog, swamp’. This is essentially the same as Illic-SvityC' s reconstruction. 
Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak | (2003:866— 867) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*lámó ‘sea, wave’. The Mongolian forms cited by Starostin—Dybo— 
Mudrak do, in fact, mean ‘marsh, swamp’ (Gomoro), but the putative 
cognates from the other Altaic daughter languages point to ‘sea, wave’. 

The most secure forms supporting this etymology come from Uralic and 
Altaic, and even these are a bit shaky. I would like to give Illic-Svityé the 
benefit of the doubt here, but there are just too many uncertainties involved. 
See also the comments for the next entry (no. 264). 


264. *Lamd/i/ ‘low, depression’: Indo-European */endh- ‘valley, plain’ ~ Uralic 


*Lamte ‘low, depression’. Strong. 
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Comments: 


1. 


Rédei (1986—1988:235—236) reconstructs Proto-Uralic */amte ‘low; 
low-lying ground, lowland’, while Décsy (1990:102) reconstructs Proto- 
Uralic */amta ‘deep, low; lowlands’. 

The Proto-Nostratic form reconstructed by Illié-Svityé is an extended form, 
that is, */am-d-a ‘lowland, low-lying ground, any piece of land’. The 
unextended Proto-Nostratic stem would be */am-a (n.) ‘lowland, low-lying 
ground, any piece of land’; (adj.) ‘low’’, which may be preserved in Indo- 
European in the following Balto-Slavic forms (cf. Bomhard, no. 952): 


Lithuanian /oma ‘hollow, valley, plot, lump’; Latvian /ama ‘hollow, pool’; 
Russian (dial.) /am [mam] ‘(Pskov) meadow covered with small trees and 
bushes that is occasionally flooded; (Novgorod) wasteland’; Slovenian /am 
“pit; (dial.) quarry’; Polish (obsolete) fam ‘quarry, bend’; Serbo-Croatian 
lám (dial.) ‘knee-joint, underground passage’. 


These are the very Balto-Slavic forms that Illi¢-Svityé tried to include 
under the preceding entry (no. 263). 

The extended stem is preserved in Indo-European in the following forms 
from the daughter languages (cf. Bomhard, no. 952): 


Proto-Indo-European */end*-/*lond"-/*Ind'- ‘low-lying ground, lowland, 
any piece of land’: Old Irish Jand ‘open place’; Middle Welsh lan 
‘enclosure, yard’; Breton Jann ‘heath’; Cornish lan ‘piece of land’; Gothic 
land ‘land, country’; Old Icelandic land ‘land (as opposed to sea), country’; 
Old English /and ‘earth, land, soil’; Old Frisian /ond, land ‘land’; Old 
Saxon land ‘land’; Old High German /ant ‘land’ (New High German Land); 
Old Prussian (acc. sg.) lindan ‘valley’; Russian [jada [mana] ‘overgrown 
field’; Czech lada ‘fallow land’. 


Dolgopolsky (2008:1225—1226, no. 1303) reconstructs Proto-Nostratic 
*lam[V]d V ‘low’. Note: The Altaic forms included by Dolgopolsky are 
rejected by Bomhard (no. 952). 


Bomhard (no. 952) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Indo-European, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root */am- (~ *lam-): 
(vb.) */am- ‘to bend down, to stoop down, to sink down, to lie down, to duck 


down; to be or become bent down, curved down; to be low’; 


(n.) */am-a ‘lowland, low-lying ground, any piece of land’; (adj.) ‘low’ 
Extended form: 
(vb.) *Jam-V-d- ‘to bend down, to stoop down, to sink down, to lie down, to 


duck down; to be or become bent down, curved down; to be low’; 


(n.) */am-d-a ‘lowland, low-lying ground, any piece of land’; (adj.) low? 


124 ALLAN R. BOMHARD 


265. *L/a/ta ‘damp’: Kartvelian */tw- ‘to moisten’ ~ Indo-European */at- ‘damp, 
moist soil’. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. Proto-Kartvelian medial */-t-/ (= 
*/-t"-/) does not correspond to Proto-Indo-European medial */-t-/ (= */-th-/. 


266. *Lawsa ‘weak, limp’: Indo-European */eus- ‘weak, limp’ ~ Uralic *Lawsa 
‘weak, limp’. Weak. 


Comments: 

1. Rédei (1986—1988:685) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Volgaic */awca 
(*lawsa) ‘weak, limp’. 

2. There are several problems involved in this etymology. First, the Uralic 
material is only from Finno-Volgaic — it is not more widely attested in 
Uralic. Next, the reconstruction of the Proto-Finno-Volgaic form is 
uncertain. Therefore, it is prudent to withhold judgment until more 
evidence can be presented to support this etymology. 


267. *L/á/ja ‘water; to pour’: Hamito-Semitic */j ‘water’ ~ Indo-European */eiH- 
‘to pour’ ~ (?) Uralic *Zdja ‘liquid, river’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Rédei (1986—1988:248) reconstructs Proto-Uralic */ijs ‘sap (of a tree)’ as 
the source of the Uralic forms listed by Illič-Svityč. Collinder (1977:51) 
lists the following: Votyak / Udmurt li ‘sap’; Zyrian / Komi /'i ‘sap’; (?) 
Kamassian /eeji ‘sap’. The semantic distance between the Uralic forms and 
the alleged cognates in the other Nostratic daughter languages cited by 
Illic-Svityé is far too great. 

2. The Egyptian form (nwj-t ‘water’) cited by Illié-Svityé cannot be separated 
from nnw ‘primordial waters’, which shows up in Coptic as nun [NoyN] 
‘the depths of Hell, Hell; the depths of the ocean; the abyss’. Note also 
Egyptian niw ‘primordial waters’. The Coptic form makes it clear that we 
are dealing with initial /n-/ here and not */l-/. Thus, there is no basis for 
deriving nwj-t ‘water’ from a putative Proto-Afrasian */j. 

3. The ancestor of the Berber forms cited by Illié-Svityé is better recon- 
structed as Proto-Berber */w (cf. Haddadou 2006—2007:117, no. 453). 

4. Altogether, there is little justification for this etymology. 


268. (?) *Lop'a ‘peeled bark (rind), thin layer of plant material’: Hamito-Semitic 
*[p- ‘peeled rind’ ~ Indo-European */eup-/*leub-/*lep- ‘peel; peeled bark, leaf 
~ Uralic *Lopa ‘skinned bark, leaf’. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. The vowels/diphthongs do not match. 
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269. *Luba ‘to thirst’: Hamito-Semitic */wb ‘to thirst’ ~ Indo-European */eubh- ‘to 
desire passionately’. Weak. 


Comments: 

1. The Egyptian, Berber, and Cushitic forms cited by Illié-Svityó do not 
belong here — Illic-Svityé was right to preface the Berber and Cushitic 
forms with a question mark (?). 

2. Arabic /aba (root Iwb) ‘to be thirsty’, lawb ‘thirst’ is a respectable match 
for Proto-Indo-European */eubh- ‘to desire passionately’, but it is isolated 
within Semitic and may be a borrowing. 


270. *Luka ‘small carnivore’: Kartvelian */ekw- ‘young of carnivore, puppy’ ~ 
Indo-European */uk-/*lunk- ‘lynx’ ~ Uralic *LuKa ‘fox, marten’ ~ Altaic 
*loka/*luka ‘lynx, fox, dog’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. Lax semantics. 

2. Starostin —Dybo—Mudrak (2003:880) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *//uJkV 
(= *ifü]k^V) ‘lynx, wild cat’. 


271. *Laga ‘to lie’: Kartvelian *lag-/*/g- ‘to lay, to plant’ ~ Indo-European */egh- 
‘to lie, to lie down’. Strong. 


Bomhard (no. 944) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Kartvelian, and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic root */ag- (~ */ag-): 
(vb.) */ag- ‘to put, place, lay, or set down’; 
(n.) */ag-a ‘the act of putting, placing, laying, or setting down’ 


272. (?) *Laha ‘to be ill’: Hamito-Semitic *//h/ ‘to be ill’ ~ Kartvelian [*/e/x/- ‘to 
be ill]. Weak. 


Comment: The evidence from the daughter languages adduced to support this 
etymology is very sparse. Accordingly, the Afrasian and Kartvelian proto- 
forms cannot be reliably reconstructed. 


273. (Descriptive) *Lasa ‘to lick’: Hamito-Semitic */5- ‘to lick’, */is- ‘tongue’ ~ 
Proto-Kartvelian */as- ‘lip’, */’-wn- ‘to lick’. Strong. 


Comments: 

1. Orél—Stolbova (1995:361, no. 1666) reconstruct Proto-Afrasian */es- 
‘tongue’; Ehret (1995:406, no. 827) reconstructs Proto-Afrasian */is "- ‘to 
lick’ (Proto-Semitic */isn- ~ */asn- ‘tongue’). In my opinion, an ejective 
sibilant should not be reconstructed for Proto-A frasian. 
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2; 


Klimov (1964:120 and 1998:107) reconstructs Proto-Kartvelian */as- ‘lip’ 
and (1964:122 and 1998:111) */s-wn- ‘to eat (rudely)’. See also Schmidt 
1962:222; Fahnrich 2007:265; Fahnrich—Sardshweladse 1995:216—217. 


Bomhard (no. 953) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Kartvelian, and (?) Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic root */as"- (~ *lasy-), *lis’- (~ *les"-), *lus*- (~ *losy-) (?) 
(onomatopoeic): 

(vb.) */as¥-, *lis¥-, *lusy- ‘to lick, to lap (up)’; 

(n.) *lasy-a, *lis¥-a, *lus"-a ‘tongue; lip’ 


Note: The Proto-Nostratic medial vowel is uncertain. 


274. (2?) *4a/mH/u ‘bird-cherry’: Uralic *ó'ome ‘bird-cherry’ ~ Altaic */d/imu ‘bird- 
cherry, buckthorn’. Rejected. 


Comments: 


1. 


Faulty sound correspondences. Neither the initial consonants nor the 
vowels match in the forms cited from the Nostratic daughter languages. 
The semantics, however, are perfect. 

Not in Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak 2003. 

Rédei (1986—1988:65) reconstructs Proto-Uralic *ó'eme (*6'6me) ‘bird- 
cherry’ (cf. Finnish tuomi ‘bird-cherry’). 


275. *magu ‘bad’: Hamito-Semitic *mgw/*mwg ‘bad’ ~ Altaic [*magu ‘bad’]. 


Rejected. 
Comments: 
1. The evidence from the daughter languages adduced to support this 
etymology is very sparse. 
2. Poppe (1955:83) reconstructs Proto-Mongolian *mayu ‘bad, evil’. 
3. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:894—895) include the Monglian forms 


cited by Illi¢-Svityé under Proto-Altaic *maja ‘to miss, to fail; bad luck’. 


276. *maj44 ‘honey, nectar’: Indo-European *mel- ‘honey’ ~ Uralic *majó'4 ‘nectar’ 
~ Dravidian [*matt-/*mitt- ‘honey, toddy'] ~ (?) Altaic [*/m/ala ‘honey’ ]. 
Possible. 


Comments: 


1. 


2. 


Faulty sound correspondences. Proto-Indo-European medial */-1-/ does not 
correspond to Proto-Uralic medial */-j8’-/ or Proto-Dravidian medial */-tt-/. 
Rédei (1986—1988:697) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Permian  *majó'5 
‘nectar’. While the semantics are good, the phonology does not correspond 
to anything found in the other Nostratic daughter languages. 
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3. Eliminating the Proto-Uralic form means that the Proto-Nostratic recon- 
struction is erroneous. 

4. The Proto-Indo-European form is universally reconstructed as *melit 
‘honey’ (cf. Pokorny 1959:723—724; Watkins 1985:41; Mallory—Adams 
1997:271; Kloekhorst 2008b:580— 581; etc.). 

5. The Proto-Dravidian forms (*matt-/*mitt- ‘honey, toddy’) go back to 
Proto-Nostratic *mad-w-a ‘honey, mead’ (cf. Bomhard, no. 849). 

6. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak | (2003:897— 898) reconstruct  Proto-Altaic 
*male ‘honey; plant oil’. 

7. Thus, the only possible cognates in this etymology are Proto-Indo- 
European and Proto-Altaic. 


Bomhard (no. 861) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Indo-European, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *mal-a ‘honey’. 


277. *majra ‘young male’: Hamito-Semitic *m(j)r ‘man, young male animal (cub, 
whelp, etc.)’ ~ Indo-European *mer- (*mer-io-) ‘young man’ ~ Dravidian 
*mar-/*mar- “young male animal’ ~ Altaic [*miard- ‘to marry’]. Strong. 


Comments: 

1. The Proto-Nostratic reconstruction is erroneous. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:923) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *miàrà (~ 
-F-) ‘male, mature’. 

3. Orél—Stolbova (1995:377—378, no. 1740) reconstruct Proto-Afrasian 
*mar-/*mara?- ‘man’. 


Bomhard (no. 878) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Kartvelian (Svan), Indo-European, and 
Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *mar-a *(young) man, male (human or animal)’ 


278. *mala ‘numerous, abundant’: (?) Hamito-Semitic *m/- ‘good’ ~ Indo- 
European *mel- ‘numerous, abundant’ ~ Dravidian *mal ‘abundant’. Strong. 


Comment: The Proto-Afrasian form reconstructed by Illié-Svityé does not 
belong here. Instead, it belongs under the following Nostratic etymology, 
reconstructed by Bomhard (no. 860) based upon evidence from Afrasian, 
Dravidian, Indo-European. Etruscan, and Chukchi-Kamchatkan: 


Proto-Nostratic root *mal- (— *mel-): 
(vb.) *mal- *to be favorably disposed towards, to care about, to be devoted to, 
to like’; 
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(n.) *mal-a ‘goodness, pleasantness’; (adj.) ‘good, pleasant, pleasing’ 


Bomhard (no. 859) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *mal- (~ *mal-): 
(vb.) *mal- ‘to fill, to be or become full, to increase’; 
(n.) *mal-a ‘fullness, abundance’; (adj.) “full, filled, abundant, numerous, many’ 


279. (?) *mana ‘to stop, to detain’: Hamito-Semitic [*mnf ‘to detain, to hinder’| ~ 
Dravidian *man- ‘stop’ ~ Altaic [*mana- ‘to finish, to destroy’ ]. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:902) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *mán[u] 
‘useless, insufficient’ as the source of the Altaic forms cited by Illič-Svityč. 

2. The Arabic form cited by Illič-Svityč has the following semantic range (cf. 
Wehr 1976:926—927): Arabic mana*a (vb.) ‘to stop, to detain, to keep 
from entering or passing; to hinder, to prevent; to keep, to restrain, to hold 
back; to bar, to block, to obstruct; to withdraw, to take away, to deprive; to 
forbid, to interdict, to prohibit; to decline to accept, to declare impossible 
or out of the question; to refuse, to deny, to withhold; to stop, to cease; to 
abstain, to refrain; to ward off, to avert, to keep away; to protect, to guard; 
to defend’, man? (n.) ‘hindering, obstruction; prevention, obviation, 
preclusion; prohibition, interdiction, ban, injunction, impeding; stop, 
closure, discontinuation, embargo; withdrawal, dispossession, deprival; 
detention, withholding’, and the rest of the Semitic cognates are also as 
varied. 

3. Bomhard (no. 875) includes some of the material cited by Illic-Svityé in 
his alternative etymology (see below), plus he adds new material. 

4. Dolgopolsky (2008:1360, no. 1437) reconstructs Proto-Nostratic *maerfV 
(= *mzeyyV ?) ‘to hold, to carry’ and (2008:1360—1361, no. 1438) Proto- 
Nostratic *many[u] “paw, foot/leg of animals’. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 875) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, Yukaghir, Chukchi-Kamchatkan, and 
Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *many- (~ *mon»-): 
(vb.) *many- ‘to hold, to take’; 
(n.) *many-a ‘hand, paw? 


280. *manga ‘strong’: Hamito-Semitic [*ma(n)g- ‘strong, heavy, abundant’] ~ (?) 
Kartvelian [*mag- ‘strong’] ~ Indo-European *mengh-/*m(.)negh- ‘abundant, 
numerous’ ~ Altaic [*maya ‘hard, strong, stable’ ]. Possible. 
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281. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. The Proto-Kartvelian form does not belong 
here. Illic-Svityé was right to add a question mark (?). 

2. Bomhard (no. 872) includes the following Cushitic evidence in his version 
of this etymology: 


East Cushitic: Afar mango- ‘to be much, many’; Saho mango ‘many’, 
mang- ‘to be full, numerous’. Central Cushitic: Awngi / Awiya ménc 
‘much, many’, mincY- ‘to be many’. 


3. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:903) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *mayga 
‘big, strong’. 


Bomhard (no. 872) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Indo-European, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *man- (~ *man-): 

Extended form: 

(vb.) *man-V-g- ‘to swell, to expand, to grow, to increase’; 

(n.) *man-g-a ‘great number, large amount; abundance; multitude, crowd’; (adj.) 
*many, numerous, copious, abundant; swollen, big, fat, strong" 

Related to: 

(vb.) *man- ‘to swell, to expand, to grow, to increase’; 

(n.) *man-a ‘multitude, crowd, herd, flock’ 


*manu ‘to think’: Hamito-Semitic *mn- ‘to think, to understand, to desire, to 
count’? ~ Indo-European *men- ‘to think, to recall, to mention’ ~ Altaic 
*mana/*mona (< *mano-) ‘to guess, to conjure, to say’ ~ (?) Dravidian 
*mana- ‘request, word’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. There are at least two, possibly three, separate stems confused here: (A) to 
count, to reckon’ (> ‘to consider, to think’), (B) ‘to say, to speak’, and (C) 
‘to desire’. The first two may ultimately be related, but the third is totally 
distinct. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:901) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *mána (~ 
-0) ‘to learn, to try’. 


Bomhard (no. 868) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, (?) Dravidian, Indo-European, Uralic, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *man- (~ *man-): 

(vb.) *man- ‘to count, to reckon’ (> ‘to consider, to think’ > ‘to recount’ > ‘to 
say, to speak’); 

(n.) *man-a ‘counting, reckoning’ 
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Additionally, Bomhard (no. 873) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic 
forms based upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, Uralic, 
and Chukchi-Kamchatkan: 


Proto-Nostratic root *many- (~ *mon»-): 

(vb.) *many- ‘to lust after, to desire passionately, to copulate with, to have 
sexual intercourse, to beget'; 

(n.) *many-a ‘ardent desire, passion, lust’ 

Derivative: 

(n.) “maw -a ‘progenitor, begetter, man, male; penis’ 


Note: We flatter ourselves when we derive *many-a ‘progenitor, begetter, man, 
male; penis’ from ‘to consider, to think’, as ‘man, the thinking animal’. 
There is little justification for this based upon our behavior. A more likely 
derivation is from ‘to lust after, to desire passionately, to copulate with, to 
have sexual intercourse, to beget’, again, based upon our behavior. 


282. *marja ‘berry’: Kartvelian *mar-cqw- ‘strawberry’ ~ Indo-European *mor- 
*black-berry, mulberry’ ~ Uralic *marja ‘berry’ ~ (?) Altaic [*müra ‘berry’]. 
Weak. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences — the vowels do not match. 

2. The forms assembled by Illi¢-Svityé may be WanderwoGrter. Consequently, 
this etymology cannot stand as written. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 875) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic (better, Proto-Eurasiatic) form based 
upon evidence from Indo-European and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic (Eurasiatic only) (n.) *mur-a ‘mulberry, blackberry’ 
Note: Bomhard includes the following Uralic material in his etymology: 


Proto-Uralic *mura ‘Rubus chamaemorus, berry (Rubus)’: Finnish muura, 
murrain/muuraime- *cloudberry, Rubus chamaemorus’; Vogul / Mansi morah 
‘Rubus chamaemorus’; Ostyak / Xanty (Tremyugan) morayk, (Southern) murah 
‘Rubus chamaemorus'; Tavgi Samoyed / Nganasan mura?ka ‘Rubus 
chamaemorus’; Yenisei Samoyed / Enets (Hatanga) modagga, (Baiha) moragga 
"Rubus chamaemorus’; Yurak Samoyed / Nenets marayga ‘Rubus 
chamaemorus’. Cf. Rédei 1986—1988:287 *mura; Collinder 1977:56; 
Sammallahti 1988:538 *murá ‘berry (Rubus)’; Décsy 1990:103 *mura ‘Rubus 
chamaemorus’. 


283. *mara ‘tree’: Uralic *m/a/re ‘tree’ ~ Dravidian *mara(m) ‘tree’. Strong. 
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Comments: 

1. Ilhé-Svityé also mentions Arabic marw- ‘a kind of tree (silex, macrua)’ 
and Egyptian mrw ‘Lebanese cedar’ as possible comparisons. Both are 
included by Dolgopolsky (2008:1393—1394, no. 1472) under Proto- 
Nostratic *m[a]rwé ‘tree’, while Bomhard just includes the Egyptian form. 

2. Rédei (1986—1988:281) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Ugrian *mors ‘a kind of 
tree’. 


Bomhard (no. 884) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Afrasian (Egyptian), Dravidian, and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *mar-a ‘tree, wood’ 


Note: Bomhard agrees with Illic-Svityé in the reconstruction of the vowel of 
the Proto-Nostratic form. Dolgopolsky is more uncertain. 


284. *mA formant with nominal function in relative constructions: Hamito-Semitic 
(*ma-, *mi-)/*-m derivational nominal formant ~ Kartvelian *me-/*m-/*ma- 
derivational nominal prefix ~ Indo-European *-mo- derivational nominal 
suffix ~ Uralic *-ma/*-md derivational nominal suffix ~ Dravidian *-mai 
derivational nominal suffix ~ Altaic *-ma/*-md derivational nominal suffix. 
Strong. 


Comments: 

1. Though there is room here for refinement and interpretation here, Illič- 
Svityé has done a good job in supporting this Proto-Nostratic derivational 
formant. 

2. See Robbeets (2005:965) for a discussion of the Altaic evidence. 


Bomhard (vol. 1, Chapter 16, $16.39) reconstructs Proto-Nostratic *-m- “nomi- 
nalizer" (derivational suffix) based upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, 
Elamite, Kartvelian, Indo-European, Uralic, and Altaic. He (vol. 1, Chapter 18, 
$18.12) further speculates that this derivational suffix may have been used to 
form abstract nouns. 


285. *-mA suffixal formant of the marked direct object ~ Indo-European *-m suffix 
of accusative singular of animate nouns ~ Uralic *-m suffix of definite object 
~ Dravidian *-m suffix of marked object ~ Altaic [*-ba/*-bd suffix of marked/ 
definite object]. Strong. 


Comment: According to Bomhard (vol. 1, Chapter 16, §16.27), the Altaic 
evidence points to Proto-Altaic *-m accusative marker. See also Greenberg 
2000:129. 
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Bomhard (vol. 1, Chapter 16, 816.27) reconstructs Proto-Nostratic *-ma 
(together with *-na) marker of direct object based upon evidence from Afrasian, 
Dravidian, Indo-European, Uralic, Altaic, Chukchi-Kamchatkan, and Etruscan. 


286. *mALa ‘mountain’: Indo-European *mel- ‘mountain, elevation’ ~ Dravidian 
*mal- ‘mountain’. Strong. 


Bomhard (no. 858) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Dravidian and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *mal-a ‘hill, mountain’ 


287. *mAna ‘to remain in place, to stand firmly’: Hamito-Semitic *mn ‘to remain, 
to be firm’ ~ Indo-European *men- ‘to remain in place’ ~ Dravidian *man- ‘to 
remain in place, to stand firmly’. Strong. 


Bomhard (no. 869) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, (?) Yukaghir, and 
Altaic (Tungusic): 


Proto-Nostratic root *man- (~ *man-): 

(vb.) *man- ‘to stay, to remain, to abide, to dwell; to be firm, steadfast, 
established, enduring’; 

(n.) *man-a ‘dwelling, house, home’ 


288. *mAra ‘spot, dirty’: Indo-European *mer- ‘dirty, dark’ ~ Dravidian *mar- 
‘dark spot’. Strong. 


Bomhard (no. 882) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Dravidian, Indo-European, and (?) Chukchi-Kamchatkan: 


Proto-Nostratic root *mar- (~ *mar-): 
(vb.) *mar- ‘to soil, to stain’; 
(n.) *mar-a ‘spot, stain, dirt’; (adj.) ‘dark, dirty, soiled’ 


289. *mä lst person plural inclusive pronoun: Hamito-Semitic [*m(n) lst person 
plural inclusive pronoun] ~ Kartvelian *m- marker of object of 1st person 
plural inclusive ~ Indo-European *me-s 1st person plural ~ Uralic *md-/*me- 
Ist person plural ~ Dravidian *md stem of 1st plural pronoun ~ Altaic *bE 
(oblique *mE-n) 1st person plural exclusive (secondary function). Strong. 


Comments: 
1. There is room for interpretation here. 
2. The Afrasian evidence comes from Chadic. 


A CRITICAL REVIEW OF VOLS. 1 & 2 OF ILLIC-SVITYC'S NOSTRATIC DICTIONARY 133 


According to Krishnamurti (2003:246—249), Proto-Dravidian had one 1st 
person singular form, *yan-/*yan- ‘T’, and two Ist person plural forms, (A) 
*yam-/*yam- ‘we (exclusive)’ and (B) *fíam-/*fiam- ‘we (inclusive). 
Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:341—342) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *bi 
lst person pronoun: Proto-Tungusic *bi; *bue, *muü-n- ‘I; we’; Proto- 
Mongolian *bi, *min-; *ba-, *man- ‘I; we’; Proto-Turkic *be- ‘I; we’. 


Bomhard (no. 892) treats the 1st person personal pronouns, singular and plural 
(inclusive), together and reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Kartvelian, Indo-European, Uralic, 
Altaic, Chukchi-Kamchatkan, Etruscan, Eskimo-Aleut, and Gilyak / Nivkh: 


Proto-Nostratic first person singular *mi (~ *me) ‘I, me’, first person plural 
(inclusive) *ma (~ *ma) ‘we, us’ 


Note: See no. 299 below. 


290. *md prohibitive particle: Hamito-Semitic *m(j) prohibitive and negative 


particle ~ Kartvelian *mda/*mo prohibitive and negative particle ~ Indo- 
European *mé prohibitive particle ~ Dravidian *ma- stem of prohibitive and 
negative elements ~ Altaic *md-/*bd- prohibitive and negative particle. Strong. 


Comments: 


1. 


There does not seem to be any basis for reconstructing */j/ at the Proto- 
Afrasian level, the alleged variant *mj notwithstanding. Ehret (1995:301, 
no. 572) reconstructs Proto-Afrasian *ma- ‘to not have’. See also 
Diakonoff 1988:83, §4.4.3. 

Bomhard (no. 846) does not include the Dravidian evidence cited by Illic- 
Svityč. Burrow—Emeneau (1984:420, no. 4743) list the following: 


Kurux mal ‘not’, mala ‘no; not’, malnà ‘not to be (so), mal'a ‘no! (when 
the negation falls on one single word which is being opposed to another 
word); no’, malka ‘deprived of, lacking’; Malto mala ‘no, not’, mal- (past 
mall-) ‘to be not’. (?) Tamil -mal in negative adverbial suffix -amal. (?) 
Telugu malayu ‘to appear, to happen, to be’. 


This is probably a chance resemblance and should be removed from this 
etymology. 

Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:893) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *ma a 
negative particle. They note: 


A monosyllabic root, but, unlike the 1st p. pron. or the accusative particle, 
it did not undergo denasalization in P[roto]-A[ltaic]. This may be 
explained by the fact that it was in most cases already incorporated into the 
verbal form as a suffix. It is interesting to note Mong[olian] *büi, *bu ‘neg. 
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particle" — which may be originally the same morpheme, but functioning 
as a separate word and thus subject to the rule *mV > *bV. 


Bomhard (no. 846) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Kartvelian, Indo-European, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic negative/prohibitive particle *ma(2)- (~ *mo(?)-) ‘no, not 


291. (?) *málgi ‘breast, udder’: Hamito-Semitic *m/g ‘breast, udder; to suck’ ~ (?) 


Indo-European *melg- ‘to milk’ ~ Uralic *málye ‘breast, chest, cavity’. Strong. 


Comments: 


l. 


Faulty sound correspondences. Proto-Afrasian */-g-/ does not correspond 
to Proto-Indo-European */-g-/ (= */-k’-/ according to the glottalic model of 
Proto-Indo-European consonantism). This, in itself, does not necessarily 
invalidate the etymology — it just means that we are dealing with different 
root extensions. 

That the */-g-/ reconstructed in the Proto-Afrasian form by Illic-Svityé is a 
root extension is shown by the unextended root represented in Cushitic: 


Proto-Afrasian *mal- ‘to draw (out), to squeeze (out), to suck (out); to give 
suck, to suckle, to nurse': Semitic: Arabic malaga (inf. malg) *to suck (the 
mother’s breast)’, malaga (inf. ?imlag) ‘to give suck’. Arabic malaha ‘to 
give suck’. Cushitic: Proto-Sam *maal- ‘to milk’ > Somali maal- ‘to milk’; 
Rendille maal- ‘to milk’. 


Note: Orél—Stolbova (1995:392, no. 1815) reconstruct Proto-Afrasian 
*mVlog- ‘bosom; to suck’. However, they do not include the 
Cushitic forms in their etymology. 


Bomhard (no. 862) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Uralic, Eskimo, and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic root *mal- (— *mal-): 
(vb.) *mal- *to draw (out), to squeeze (out), to suck (out); to give suck, to 


suckle, to nurse’; 


(n.) *mal-a ‘milk; breast’ 


292. *müna ‘man, male’: Hamito-Semitic *mn- ‘male, man, person’ ~ Indo- 


European *m/o/n- ‘man’ ~ Uralic *mdnce ‘man, person’ ~ Dravidian *man 
‘husband, lord’. Strong. 


Comments: 


i 


The Proto-Indo-European form is better reconstructed as *manu-s (cf. 
Pokorny 1959:700 *manu-s [or *monu-s| ‘man, mankind’; Walde 1927— 
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1932.1I::266; Watkins 1985:38 *man- [also *mon-] ‘man’; Gamkrelidze— 
Ivanov 1995.1:396 and L661 *manu- ‘person, man’; etc.). The often- 
repeated derivation of the Proto-Indo-European word for *man', *manu-s, 
from *men- ‘to think’, as ‘the thinker’, is nothing more than self-flattery. 
More likely, especially in view of the forms from the other Nostratic 
daughter languages, is derivation from a root meaning ‘to lust after, to 
desire passionately, to copulate with, to have sexual intercourse, to beget’ 
(see above, no. 281). 

The Proto-Uralic (and Proto-Dravidian) form points to */-n-/ (= */-nY-/) in 
Proto-Nostratic. Note: Illié-Svityé does not include Dravidian. 
Dolgopolsky (2008:1341—1343, no. 1421) reconstructs Proto-Nostratic 
*manU ‘man, male’ and (2008:1362, no. 1440) Proto-Nostratic *mAnVyV 
or *mAnV ‘genitalia; to copulate’. 


Bomhard (no. 874) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *man-a ‘progenitor, begetter, man, male; penis’: 


Derivative of: 
(vb.) *many- ‘to lust after, to desire passionately, to copulate with, to have 


sexual intercourse, to beget’; 


(n.) *many-a ‘ardent desire, passion, lust’ 


293. *m/a/ra ‘to be ill, to die’: Hamito-Semitic *mr- ‘to be ill ~ Indo-European 


*mer- ‘to die’ ~ Uralic *m/e/ra ‘wound, pain’. Possible. 


Comments: 


1. 


The Uralic forms cited by Illič-Svityč are mentioned in Rédei (1986— 
1988:576) under Proto-Uralic *wire ‘blood’, though no proto-form is 
reconstructed. Janhunen (1977:93) reconstructs Proto-Samoyed *merajaj 
‘wound’. The Uralic forms do not really fit in semantically with the 
evidence from the other Nostratic daughter languages (cf. Buck 
1949:304—306, §4.85 wound [sb.]: “The words for ‘wound’ are mostly 
from roots denoting ‘strike’ or other actions [as ‘pierce’ or ‘tear’] from 
which the wound resulted."). Consequently, the Uralic forms should be 
removed from this etymology. 

Hittite (3rd sg. pres.) mi-ir-zi, me-ir-zi ‘to disappear, to vanish’ shows that 
the Proto-Indo-European form originally meant something like ‘to perish, 
to disappear, to vanish’ rather than ‘to die’, as traditionally assumed. Here, 
I have followed Kloekhorst (2008b:577—578) in assigning the meanings 
‘to disappear, to vanish’ to the Hittite verb and reinterpreted the meaning 
of the Proto-Indo-European verb accordingly to accommodate the revised 
meaning of the Hittite form. This indicates that the meaning ‘to die’ found 
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in the cognates in the non-Anatolian Indo-European daughter languages is 
an innovation. 


Bomhard (no. 885) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, and (?) Eskimo: 


Proto-Nostratic root *mar?- (~ *mor?-): 

(vb.) *mar?- ‘to be weakened, to wither away, to decay; to be or become sick, 
to fall ill; to die (from a fatal disease), to perish’; 

(n.) *mar?-a ‘sickness, illness, fatal disease, malady, ailment; death’ 


294. *mür'ü ‘moisture, damp’: Hamito-Semitic *mr ‘damp; rain, reservoir’ ~ 
Kartvelian *mar-(ei) ‘lake, moist soit; cloud’ (< ‘damp’) ~ Indo-European 
*mor- ‘swamp, reservoir’ ~ Dravidian [*mar-ai ‘rain’] ~ Altaic *mdRd- 
/*müRà- ‘sea, river, water’. Possible. 


Comments: 
1l. Illié-Svityé has confused two separate Proto-Nostratic stems here: 


A. Proto-Nostratic *mar-a ‘marsh, swamp’ (cf. Bomhard, no. 883, 
reconstructed based upon evidence from Indo-European, Altaic, and 
Eskimo); 

B. Proto-Nostratic *mor-a ‘any body of water: sea, lake, flood, stream, 
pool, cistern, reservoir, basin, canal, channel? (cf. Bomhard, no. 900, 
reconstructed based upon evidence from Afrasian, Kartvelian, Indo- 
European, and Altaic). 


Thus, this entry cannot stand as written. Nevertheless, even taking the 
above qualifications into consideration, I have given this entry a positive 
rating, inasmuch as both stems are valid Proto-Nostratic etymologies. 

2. Dravidian *mar-ai ‘rain’ does not belong here. This eliminates the need to 
reconstruct Proto-Nostratic medial */-1'-/ (= */-rY-/). 


295. (?) *mene ‘to step’: Indo-European *men- ‘to trample, to step on, to crumple’ 
~ Uralic *mene- ‘to go’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Lax semantics. 

2. Pokorny (1959:726) reconstructs Proto-Indo-European *men- ‘to step or 
tread on, to trample, to press together’ (‘treten, zertreten, zusammen- 
driicken’). 

3. Rédei (1986—1988:272) reconstructs Proto-Uralic *mene- ‘to go’. 
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296. (?) *mer'4 ‘fat; to smear with grease/fat': Hamito-Semitic [*mr- ‘greasy; to 
smear with grease/fat'] ~ Dravidian *mera- ‘to smear with grease, to coat’. 
Rejected. 


Comment: The Dravidian forms cited by Illi¢-Svityé do not belong here. 
Instead, Bomhard (no. 881) substitutes the following Dravidian (and Elamite) 
forms (cf. Burrow—Emeneau 1984:416, no. 4709): 


Elamo-Dravidian: Middle Elamite mi-ir-ri- ‘to rub or smear onself with fat or 
oil’. Dravidian: Parji mer- ‘to rub oneself , merpip- (merpit-), mercip-, (mercit-) 
‘to rub another with the hand’; Gadba mar- ‘to rub (oil, etc.) on oneself’, 
marup- (marut-) ‘to rub (oil, etc.) on another’; Gondi marehtand ‘to rub’, 
marahtand, marehtana ‘to smear’, marehtalle ‘to apply’. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 881) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Dravidian, Elamite, and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic root *mar- (~ *mar-): 
(vb.) *mar- ‘to smear, to anoint, to rub (with grease, oil, fat, ointment)’; 
(n.) *mar-a ‘grease, oil, fat, ointment, unguent’ 


297. *metA ‘to feel, to realize’: Indo-European *med- ‘to think over, to ponder’ ~ 
Altaic *medd- ‘to feel, to know’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:937—938) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*m[iu]ti ‘to know, to believe’. 

3. According to Bomhard (no. 887), Proto-Indo-European *med- ‘to measure, 
to measure out, to estimate, to reckon’ (= *met’- according to the glottalic 
model of Proto-Indo-European consonantism) is to be derived from the 
following Proto-Nostratic forms: 


Proto-Nostratic root *mat’- (~ *mat’-): 
(vb.) *mat’- ‘to stretch, to expand, to lengthen, to draw out, to measure out’; 
(n.) *mat’-a ‘measure, measurement, amount; extent, limit’ 


298. *mEwa ‘water, moisture’: Hamito-Semitic *mw ‘water, moisture’ ~ Indo- 
European *meu- ‘moist; to moisten’ ~ Altaic [*mó- ‘water’]. Strong. 


Comment: Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:935—936) reconstruct Proto- 
Altaic *mjüri ‘water’, based upon evidence from Tungusic, Mongolian, 
Japanese, and Korean. However, Dolgopolsky (2008:1305—1307, no 1382) is 
probably correct in rejecting the comparison of the Tungusic forms with those 
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from Mongolian, Japanese, and Korean. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak reconstruct 
Proto-Tungustic *mu ‘water’? (for information on the Tungusic forms, cf. 
Tsintsius 1975—1977.1:548—549): 


Proto-Tungus *miü ‘water’ > Evenki mū ‘water’; Lamut / Even mö ‘water’; 
Negidal mà ‘water’; Manchu muke ‘water; river, stream’; Jurchen mo ‘water’; 
Ulch mū ‘water’; Orok mu ‘water’; Nanay / Gold muke ‘water’; Oroch mū 
‘water’; Udihe mu-de ‘inundation’; Solon mii ‘water’. 


Bomhard (no. 889) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Indo-European, and Altaic (Tungusic): 


Proto-Nostratic root *maw- (~ *maw-): 
(vb.) *maw- ‘to be wet’; 
(n.) *maw-a ‘water, liquid, fluid’ 


299. *mi Ist person singular personal pronoun: ‘I’ (oblique *mi-na): Kartvelian 
*me/*mi 'T (oblique stem: *me-n-) ~ Indo-European *me- ‘me’ (oblique stem: 
gen. sg. *me-ne-) ~ Uralic *mi ‘T (oblique stem: *mi-na-) ~ Altaic *bi ‘T 
(oblique stem: *mina-). Strong. 


Comment: This form was discussed under no. 289 above. 


Bomhard (no. 892) treats the 1st person personal pronouns, singular and plural 
(inclusive), together and reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Kartvelian, Indo-European, Uralic, 
Altaic, Chukchi-Kamchatkan, Etruscan, Eskimo-Aleut, and Gilyak / Nivkh: 


Proto-Nostratic first person singular *mi (~ *me) ‘I, me’, first person plural 
(inclusive) *ma (~ *ma) ‘we, us’ 


300. *mi ‘what?’: Hamito-Semitic *m(j) *what?, who?’ ~ Kartvelian maj ‘what?’ ~ 
Indo-European *mo- stem of interrogative adverbs ~ Uralic *mi ‘what?’ ~ 
Altaic [*mi- ‘what?’, interrogative particle]. Strong. 


Comments: 

1. Klimov (1964:124 and 1998:112), Fahnrich—Sardshweladse (1995:226— 
227), and Fahnrich (2007:276) reconstruct Proto-Kartvelian *ma- ‘what’. 
Klimov (1964:135) reconstructs Proto-Kartvelian *mi-n- *who?', but he 
changes the Proto-Kartvelian reconstruction to *win- ‘who?’ in the later 
revised edition of his Etymological Dictionary of the Kartvelian 
Languages (1998:53). A similar reconstruction is given by Fahnrich— 
Sardshweladse (1995:135), Proto-Kartvelian *wi- ‘who?’, and Fahnrich 
(2007:162—163), Proto-Kartvelian *wi- ‘who?’. Taking into consideration 
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the evidence from the other Nostratic daughter languages, it seems that 
Klimov's earlier (1964) reconstruction (*mi-n- ‘who?’) is the more likely. 
Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:958) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *mV 
interrogative root. 

This stem only survives in relic forms in Celtic, Tocharian, and Hittite in 
Indo-European: 


Proto-Indo-European *me-/*mo- interrogative and relative pronoun stem: 
Cornish (conjunction) ma, may ‘that’; Breton (conjunction) ma, may, 
Middle Breton maz (from matez) ‘that’; Tocharian B mdksu (a) 
interrogative pronoun: ‘which?, who?’, (b) interrogative adjective: ‘which?, 
what?’, (c) relative pronoun: ‘which, who’, B mdkte (a) interrogative 
pronoun: ‘how?’, (b) comparative: ‘as’, (c) causal: ‘because’, (d) temporal: 
‘as, while’, (e) final: ‘so, in order that’, (f) manner: ‘how’, A mänt, mát 
‘how?’; Hittite masi(ya)- ‘how much?, how many?; as many as, as much 
as’, ma-a-an, ma-an (adverb and conjunction) ‘how, whether, like, (even) 
as, if’. 


Bomhard (no. 891) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Kartvelian, Indo-European, Uralic, Altaic, 
Chukchi-Kamchatkan, and Eskimo: 


Proto-Nostratic interrogative pronoun stem *mi- (~ *me-) ‘who?, which?, 
what?’, relative pronoun stem *ma- (~ *ma-) ‘who, which, what? 


301. *mind ‘woman, female relative’: Hamito-Semitic *m(j)n ‘woman, female 


relative’ ~ Uralic *mind ‘daughter/sister-in-law’ ~ Dravidian *min(t)- ‘female, 
woman; wanton woman’. Rejected. 


Comments: 


1. 


Sasse (1982:25—26) lists Burji am-á ~ aam-á (pl. am-m-ána) ‘adult 
woman, wife, mother’ and compares it with the following forms: Sidamo 
am-a ‘woman’, Alaba am-a ‘mother’, and Hadiyya am-a(ti) ‘mater 
familias’. Obviously, the Highland East Cushitic evidence cited by Illic- 
Svityé does not belong here. 

The primary meaning of the Dravidian forms seems to be ‘a lewd, 
dissolute or licentious person (man or woman), lecher, whoremonger, 
debauchee, libertine, rake, etc.’ Semantially, this really does not fit in with 
the forms from the other Nostratic daughter languages included by Illi¢- 
Svityé. 


302. *moLa ‘to smash’: Hamito-Semitic [*ml- ‘smash, break, dismember'] ~ Indo- 


European *mel- ‘to smash, to grind’ ~ Uralic *moL/a/ ‘to break, to break up’. 
Strong. 
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Comment: Illi¢-Svityé confuses two separate Proto-Nostratic stems here: 


1. Bomhard (no. 890) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, and Chukchi- 
Kamchatkan: 


Proto-Nostratic root *mel-: 

(vb.) *mel- ‘to rub’ (> ‘to rub into, to crush, to grind down; to rub smooth, 
to polish, to wipe; to wear out, to soften; to become worn out, weak, 
tired, weary’); 

(n.) *mel-a ‘smoothness, softness; weakness’; (adj.) ‘smooth, soft, tender, 
weak, worn out, tired, weary’ 


2. Bomhard (no. 899) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Indo-European, Uralic, Altaic, and (?) 
Eskimo: 


Proto-Nostratic root *mol-: 

(vb.) *mol- ‘to rub’ (> ‘to rub into, to crush, to grind down; to rub smooth, 
to polish, to wipe; to wear out, to soften; to become worn out, weak, 
tired, weary’); 

(n.) *mol-a ‘crumb, piece, morsel; mortar’; (adj.) ‘crushed, ground, worn 
out or down’ 


Note: It is uncertain whether the Proto-Indo-European form cited by Illic- 
Svityé is descended from the first (A) or the second (B) Proto-Nostratic 
form. 


303. *mu demonstrative pronoun: ‘this, that’: Kartvelian *m(a)- demonstrative 
stem: ‘this, he’ ~ Uralic *ma/*mo ‘other’ ~ Altaic *bii (oblique *mu-n) ‘this’. 
Strong. 


Comment: This stem is only preserved in Indo-European in relic forms in 
Celtic: 


Welsh yma (poetical yman) ‘here’; Breton ama, aman, -ma, -man ‘here’, 
(Vannetais) ama, amann, amenn ‘here’; Cornish yma, omma, -ma, -man ‘here’. 


Bomhard (no. 844) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Kartvelian, (?) Indo-European, Uralic, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic indefinite pronoun stem *ma- (~ *ma-), *mi- (~ *me-), *mu- (~ 
*mo-) ‘one, someone, somebody, anyone, anybody; other, another’: 
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Note: This may originally have been a demonstrative stem (as suggested by 
Illic-Svityc), with three degrees of distance: 


Proximate: *ma- (~ *ma-) ‘this’; 
Intermediate: *mi- (~ *me-) ‘that’; 
Distant: *mu- (~ *mo-) ‘that yonder’ 


As in the stems: 


Proximate: *kha- (~ *kha-) ‘this’; *thg- (~ *thg-) ‘this’; 
Intermediate: *K^i- (~ *khe-) ‘that’; *thi- (~ *the-) ‘that’; 
Distant: *khu- (~ *kho-) ‘that yonder’ *phy- (~ *tho-) ‘that yonder’ 


304. *muca ‘to wash’: Hamito-Semitic *m(w)s ‘to wash’ ~ Indo-European *mesg- 
‘to wash, to dive’ ~ Uralic *musa, *muske- ‘to wash’ ~ Dravidian *muc(c)- ‘to 
wash’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Erroneous Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. 

2. The Afrasian evidence does not belong here. 

3. Rédei (1986—1988:289) reconstructs Proto-Uralic *muske- (*moske-) ‘to 
wash’. 


Bomhard (no. 909) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Dravidian, Indo-European, and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *mus?- (~ *mos?-): 
(vb.) *mus¥- ‘to immerse, dip, or plunge in water, to bathe’; 
(n.) *mus¥-a ‘immersion, dip, plunge, bath’ 


Extended form (Indo-European and Uralic): 
(vb.) *musy-V-k’- ‘to immerse, dip, or plunge in water, to bathe’; 
(n.) *mus¥-k’-a ‘immersion, dip, plunge, bath’ 


Note: Bomhard (no. 909) reconstructs Proto-Indo-European *mosk’- 
(secondary e-grade form: *mesk’-) ‘to immerse in water, to dip or plunge 
in water’ (traditional *mezg- ‘to dip, to plunge’ — cf. Pokorny 1959: 
745—746; Watkins 2000:56) based upon the following evidence from 
the Indo-European daughter languages: 


Sanskrit májjati ‘to sink, to dive, to plunge, to perish’; Latin mergo ‘to 
dip, to plunge into liquid, to immerse'; Lithuanian (denominative) 
mazgóju, mazgóti ‘to wash, to wash up, to scrub’; Latvian mazgáju, 
mazgát ‘to wash’. 
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305. *muca ‘spoilage, shortage’: Uralic *muca ‘shortage, fault, illness’ ~ Dravidian 
*mucc- ‘to spoil; to lose consciousness, to weaken’. Possible. 


Comments: 


1. 


4. 


The Dravidian forms (cf. Burrow—Emeneau 1984:438, no. 4903) point to 
a primary meaning ‘to wear out, to decay, to fall apart’, from which are 
derived the meanings (A) ‘to be or become weak, faint, tired, weary’ and 
(B) ‘to spoil’. 

The Uralic forms (cf. Rédei 1986—1988:283) point to a general term 
applied to ‘any illness, sickness in general’ (‘irgendeine Krankheit"). 

As noted by Buck (1949:302—304, §4.84 sick; sickness), “[m]Jany of the 
words [for sick] are from the notion of ‘weak, without strength or 
power’..., so there could be a connection between the Dravidian and Uralic 
forms after all, though, on the surface, the semantics are not overly 
compelling. No doubt, evidence from other Nostratic daughter languages 
would go a long way to strengthening this etymology. Here, I am giving 
Illié-Svityé the benefit of the doubt. 

Not in Bomhard (2021). 


306. *muda ‘to end’: Hamito-Semitic [*md ‘to end’] ~ Dravidian *müt- ‘to end’ ~ 
Altaic [*muda- ‘end’]. Possible. 


Comments: 


1. 


2. 


4. 


5. 


Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak | (2003:946—947) reconstruct  Proto-Altaic 
*mude ‘soon, finally’ as the source of the Altaic forms cited by Illič-Svityč. 
According to Haddadou (2006—2007:124), the Berber terms cited by Illié- 
Svityé mean (vb.) ‘to finish, to achieve; to be complete, to be finished, to 
be whole, etc.’ (finir, achever, être fini, être complet, être entier, etc."), (n.) 
‘achievement, totality, all’ (*achévement, totalité, tout’). Haddadou sets up 
a consonantal root mdw as the source of the Berber forms. 

The Dravidian forms cited by Illic-Svityé point to Proto-Dravidian *muit- 
(short stem vowel) (vb) *to end, to terminate; to be completed, effected, 
accomplished; to be destroyed; to perish, to die; etc.’, (n.) ‘end, ruin, 
destruction, death, etc.’ rather than *müt- (long stem vowel) (cf. Burrow— 
Emeneau 1984:441, no. 4922). 

It seems that only the Afrasian (Berber) and Dravidian forms can be 
included here with certainty. 

Not in Bomhard (2021). 


307. (?) *mufia ‘egg’: Uralic *mufía ‘egg, testicles’ ~ Dravidian [*muttai 'egg]. 
Strong. 


Comments: 


1. 


The Proto-Dravidian form is to be reconstructed as *munf-ay ‘egg, testicle’. 
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2. Rédei (1986—1988:285—286) reconstructs Proto-Uralic *muna ‘egg, 
testicle’. Thus, there is no basis for reconstructing Proto-Nostratic medial 
*/-h-/. 

3. Ilhé-Svityé also mentions the possibility that several forms from Slavic 
within Indo-European might be related: 


Common Slavic *modo (< *mon-d'-) ‘testicle’ > Russian mudo [my10] 
‘testicle’; Czech moud ‘testicle’; Polish mudo ‘testicle’ (Russian loan). 


These should have, indeed, been included. 


Bomhard (no. 903) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Dravidian, Indo-European, and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *mun-a ‘egg, testicle’: 
Extended form (Dravidian and Slavic, within Indo-European): 
(n.) *mun-d-a (~ *mon-d-a) ‘egg, testicle’ 


308. *mu(n)ka ‘heavy, difficult: Kartvelian *mak-/*mank- ‘heavy’ ~ Dravidian 
*mukk- ‘to exert oneself? ~ (?) Altaic [*/m/ug-/*/m/uka- ‘torment, suffering’. 
Rejected. 


Comment: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. Lax semantics. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:935) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *miuyo 
‘suffering’. 


309. *muri ‘to twist’: Hamito-Semitic *mr- ‘to rotate, to twist, to turn’ ~ Uralic 
*mura ‘to turn, to dislocate’ ~ Dravidian *muri- ‘to twist, to revolve, to bend’, 
*mura ‘to twist, to rotate’ ~ Altaic *muri- ‘to turn, to twist, to bend’. Strong. 


Bomhard (no. 906) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *mur- (~ *mor-): 
(vb.) *mur- ‘to turn, to twist, to bend’; 
(n.) *mur-a ‘bend, curve’ 


Note: The Indo-European forms cited by Bomhard either belong here or under 
the following Nostratic etymology (cf. Bomhard, no. 879): 


Proto-Nostratic root *mar- (~ *mar-): 
(vb.) *mar- ‘to turn: to overturn, to turn round, to turn over, etc.; to twist, to 
whirl, to roll; to bend’; 
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(n.) *mar-a ‘the act of turning, turning over, turning round, etc.; rope, coil, 
string, cord 


310. *mura ‘to break, to smash’: Hamito-Semitic *m(w)r ‘to crumble, to smash, to 
cut’ ~ Indo-European *mer- ‘to smash, to grind, to crumble’ ~ Uralic *mura 
‘fragile, brittle; fragment’ ~ Dravidian *mura/*mura ‘to break, to cut’ ~ Altaic 
[*mura/ *mora ‘fragile, brittle’ ]. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. The Afrasian forms cited by Illic-Svityé do not belong here. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003) do not list the Altaic forms cited by 
Illié-Svityé. The closest they come is (2003:929) Proto-Altaic *miore ‘to 
hurt, to damage, to wound’. This should be substituted for the Proto-Altaic 
form cited by Illic-Svityé. 


Bomhard (no. 905) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Dravidian, Indo-European, Uralic, and Eskimo: 


Proto-Nostratic root *mur- (~ *mor-): 

(vb.) *mur- *to crush, to break, to destroy"; 

(n.) *mur-a ‘break, breach, rupture, fracture’; (adj.) ‘crushed, broken, destroyed, 
ruptured, mutilated; weakened’ 


311. (?) *miida ‘to think’: Hamito-Semitic *m(w)d ‘to understand, to think, to say’ 
~ Indo-European *meudh- ‘to think, to say’. Rejected. 


Comment: Erroneous Proto-Afrasian reconstruction. The Proto-Semitic root is 
*mVd-, with various “triconsonantizers” (Militarév’s [2005] terminology). 
Notice also Egyptian mdw ‘to speak; speech, word, plea’ (also mwdw), mdt 
‘speech, words’, mdwty ‘speaker’, all with the same structure — root *mVd- 
with "triconsonantizers" */-w-/ ~ */-w/. 


312. (?) *mafa ‘worm’: Kartvelian *mat-[- ‘worm’ ~ Indo-European *mot- ‘worm, 
insect’. Rejected. 


Comment: The Proto-Kartvelian form is incorrectly reconstructed. It should be 
reconstructed as “a nominal derivative with a prefix ma-”, thus: *ma-tl- ‘worm’ 
(cf. Klimov 1998:117; also see Fahnrich 2007:405). 


313. *ma/Z/a ‘light, bright, sun’: Hamito-Semitic *ms ‘sun, morning, fire’ ~ 
Kartvelian *mz;-e ‘sun’. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. Proto-Afrasian */$/ does not corres- 
pond to Proto-Kartvelian */zj/. 
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314. *-n suffix of oblique form of nouns and pronouns: Kartvelian *-n suffix of 
oblique form of nouns and pronouns ~ Indo-European *-(e)n suffix of oblique 
form of nouns ~ Uralic *-n suffix of oblique form of nouns and pronouns (> 
suffix of genitive) ~ Dravidian *-(i)n suffix of oblique form of nouns (> suffix 
of genitive) ~ Altaic *-n suffix of oblique form of nouns and pronouns. 
Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Greenberg reconstructs various Proto-Eurasiatic case markers/suffixes in 
*/N/: (2000—2002.1:118—120) Personal N, (2000—2002.1:120—123) 
Absolutive N, (2000—2002.1:130—137) Genitive N, and (2000— 
2002.1:150—152) Locative N. 

2. Bomhard also reconstructs various Proto-Nostratic relational markers 
containing */-n-/: 


Direct object *-na (Bomhard, vol. 1, Chapter 16, $16.27); 
Genitive *-nu (Bomhard, vol. 1, Chapter 16, $816.28); 
Locative *-ni (Bomhard, vol. 1, Chapter 16, $16.29); and 
Dative *-na (Bomhard, vol. 1, Chapter 16, $16.30). 


eos» 


According to Bomhard (vol. 1, Chapter 16, $16.29), in due course, *-n became 
generalized as the oblique marker par excellence (cf. also Greenberg 2000— 
2002.1:130). Thus, Bomhard's reconstructs an earlier stage of development 
than Illié-Svityé, in which the individual relational markers containing */-n-/ 
were still functionally distinct. 


315. *nat/o/ ‘female relative’: Uralic *nato ‘sister-in-law’ ~ Dravidian *natt- 
/*nata- 'sister's husband, brother’s wife’. Strong. 


Comment: Bomhard (no. 926) adds the following Southern Cushitic forms: 


Proto-Southern Cushitic *nat’a ‘woman’ > Ma'a naseta ‘woman’; Iraqw 
natsatsa ‘smooth’; Dahalo nát'a ‘woman’. 


Bomhard (no. 926) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Afrasian (Southern Cushitic), Dravidian, and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *nat’a ‘woman, female relative’ 
316. *ne/rH/i ‘front of head, forehead’: Hamito-Semitic [*njr(H) 'forehead'] ~ 


Uralic *nére ‘front of head, cheek, snout’ ~ Dravidian *nerri ‘forehead, front’. 
Possible. 
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Comments: 

]. Rédei (1986—1988:303—304) reconstructs Proto-Uralic *nere (*nere) 
‘nose, snout, beak’ (‘Nase, Schnabel, Schnauze, Rüssel’). 

2. The Proto-Afrasian form should be removed. 

3. Bomhard (no. 928) adds the following Indo-European forms: 


Proto-Indo-European *ner- ‘(the foremost) man or person, hero’: Sanskrit 
nár- ‘a man, hero (used also of gods), person; mankind, people (mostly 
plural)’, nárya-h ‘manly, strong’; Pali nara- ‘man; (pl.) people’; Avestan 
nar- ‘man’; Greek åvńp ‘a man (as opposed to a woman)’; Albanian njeri 
‘human being, man’; Latin (Sabinian) Néro a family name; Umbrian (acc. 
pl.) nerf ‘elders, chief citizens’; Oscan ner ‘man’; Old Irish nert ‘strength’; 
Welsh ner ‘hero’. 


For the semantic development, cf. Selkup Samoyed ńarnej ‘the foremost person’ 
within Uralic. 

Bomhard (no. 928) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon 
evidence from Dravidian, Indo-European, and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *ner-a ‘the highest, foremost, or most prominent person or 
thing? 


317. *nimi ‘name’: Indo-European *nóm- ‘name’ ~ Uralic *nime ‘name’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. For the a detailed discussion of the Proto-Indo-European word for ‘name’ 
and its various possible reconstructions, cf. Mallory—Adams 1997:390. 

2. The terms involved here are best seen as early borrowings (cf. Campbell— 
Poser 2008:253; Joki 1973:291), though the direction of the borrowing 
cannot be determined. 


318. *nafra ‘young, newborn’: Hamito-Semitic [*nfr ‘young; youth’] ~ Indo- 
European *iehr- ‘spring, year’ ~ Uralic *zore “young, newborn; spring’ ~ 
Dravidian *fiar- ‘young plant; to germinate’ ~ Altaic *7a/r/A ‘young, newborn; 
spring’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences — Proto-Nostratic initial */n-/ (= */nY-/) 
does not become Proto-Indo-European initial */i-/ (= */y-/). Consequently, 
the Proto-Indo-European form should be removed. 

2. According to Rédei (1986—1988:331), the vowels to be reconstructed for 
the Proto-Uralic (Proto-Ugrian) form are uncertain. He reconstructs *n¥r3 
(*nyr3, *nyrk3). Décsy (1990:104) reconstructs Proto-Uralic *njdrd ‘twig, 
switch’, and Janhunen (1977:108) reconstructs Proto-Samoyed *ńer-. 
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4. 


Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1013—1014) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*niari (= *nviaryi) ‘man, young man’. They (2003:988—989) reconstruct a 
totally different stem (*niá/[à]) as the ancestor of the forms from the 
Altaic daughter languages meaning 'young, new, fresh; new-born; spring, 
summer; etc.’ 

See below (no. 331). 


Bomhard has reworked this etymology and divided it into two distinct, though 
closely-related, Proto-Nostratic forms: 


A. Bomhard (no. 937) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 


upon evidence from Dravidian and Uralic: 
Proto-Nostratic root *n¥af- (~ *nYaf-): 


Extended form: 

(vb.) *n¥a$-V-r- ‘to appear, to arise, to sprout, to come into being; to grow 
(up), to mature’; 

(n.) *n"at-r-a ‘shoot, sprout, seedling’ 

Derivative: 

(n.) *n¥af-r-a ‘young man, boy, youth’ 


Bomhard (no. 938) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based 

upon evidence from Afrasian and Altaic: 

Proto-Nostratic (n.) *n"af-r-a “young man, boy, youth’: 

Derivative of: 

(vb.) *n»af-V-r- ‘to appear, to arise, to sprout, to come into being; to grow 
(up), to mature’; 

(n.) *n"at-r-a ‘shoot, sprout, seedling’ 


319. *nama ‘to squeeze, to seize’: Indo-European *iem- ‘to hold tightly, to bridle’ ~ 
Uralic *noma-/(?) *nama- ‘to squeeze, to seize’ ~ Dravidian */ama ‘to 
squeeze, to press’. Possible. 


Comments: 


1. 
2. 


The Proto-Indo-European form should be removed. 
Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1011—1012) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*nidme (= *n¥iami) ‘to curse, to harm’. Bomhard (no. 939C) reinterprets 
the meaning of the Proto-Altaic form as ‘to crush, to destroy; to cripple, to 
maim; to be crushed, destroyed, weakened’, based mainly upon the 
evidence from Turkic. Bomhard then includes the Altaic forms in this 
Nostratic etymology. 


Bomhard (no. 939) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Dravidian, Uralic (Finno-Ugrian), and Altaic: 
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Proto-Nostratic root *n¥am- (~ *nvam-): 
(vb.) *n"am- ‘to press, to squeeze’; 
(n.) *n"am-a ‘pressing, squeezing’ 


320. *nara ‘fire, blaze’: Hamito-Semitic [*nr ‘fire, blaze, sparkle'] ~ Dravidian 
*nara- ‘fire, blaze’ ~ Altaic [*NaRa- ‘sun’]. Rejected. 


Comments: 


l. 
2. 


Faulty sound correspondences. 

The Afrasian (Semitic) material presented by Illi¢-Svityé is far too 
uncertain, though it may ultimately belong here. Orél—Stolbova (1995:410, 
no. 1906) reconstruct Proto-Afrasian *nVwur- ‘light’, but this 
reconstruction is hardly compelling. The Semitic evidence does, indeed, 
point to Proto-Semitic *nVr- ‘(vb.) to shine, to beam, to be bright; (n.) light, 
daylight’, extended by various “triconsonantizers”: *n/w/r-. *n/h/r-, *n/y/r- 
(cf. Militarév 2005). Comparative data from other Afrasian daughter 
languages is needed to confirm the original biconsonantal root structure, to 
determine the original initial nasal, and to be able to ascertain the Proto- 
Afrasian root vowel. 

Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1028) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *yérd 
‘day, sun, light’. 


321. (Descriptive) *ńäma ‘soft’: Uralic *namaka/*nimaka ‘soft? ~ Altaic *nima/ 
*ndma ‘soft’. Rejected. 


Comments: 


1. 


2; 


Rédei (1986—1988:314) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Ugrian *ńäm3 (= 
*nvdms3) ‘weak’. 

Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak | (2003:992— 993) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*niuma ‘warm; soft, mild’. This is not a good match for the Proto-Uralic 
form. 


322. (?) *ńä/wH/a ‘hair’: Uralic *zàwa ‘hair, down’ ~ Dravidian [*navir ‘hair’]. 


Rejected. 

Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. Proto-Uralic initial */n-/ does not 
correspond to Proto-Dravidian */n-/. We would expect Proto-Dravidian 
*/naw-ir-/, or the like. 

2. The Uralic forms cited by Illic-Svityé are not in Rédei (1986—1988). 


323. (?) *ńa3a ‘moist, damp’: Hamito-Semitic *nd- ‘moist; to ooze out, to splash’ ~ 
Uralic *ńäća/*ńäča ‘moist, damp’. Rejected. 
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Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. Proto-Afrasian medial */-d-/ (= 
*/-t1’-/ ~ */-P-/ — cf. Steiner 1977) does not correspond to Proto-Uralic medial 
*/-¢-/ ~ */-€-/, 


324. *nida ‘to tie, to bind’: Indo-European *nedh- ‘to tie, to bind’ ~ Uralic *nida- 
‘to tie, to tack together, to join’. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. Proto-Indo-European medial */-dh-/ 
does not correspond to Proto-Uralic medial */-6-/. 


325. (Descriptive) *ńila ‘slippery and moist (inner layer of rind, skin)’: Uralic *nila 
‘inner layer of rind’ ~ Altaic *nila ‘slimy (surface)’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Rédei (1986—1988:318— 319) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Ugrian *nila (= 
*nYila) ‘slippery and moist, slimy’. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:865) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *Jalé 
‘sticky substance’ as the source of the Altaic forms cited by Illic-Svityé. 


326. *nohra ‘moist; to flow’: Hamito-Semitic [*nhr ‘river; to flow’] ~ Uralic 
*nora/*nora/*noru ‘moist; swamp; to flow’ ~ (?) Dravidian *nir- ‘moisture, 
water’ ~ Altaic */dru “moist; swamp; to get soaked’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. Proto-Dravidian medial */-1-/ does not 
correspond to either Proto-Uralic or Proto-Altaic medial */-0-/ ~ */-6-/, 
according to the reconstructions proposed by Illié-Svityc. 

2. Rédei (1986—1988:324— 325) reconstructs Proto-Uralic *ńor3 (= *nYor3) 
‘swamp, bog, marsh, fen’. 

3. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:994) reconstruct *niure (= *niurve) ‘to 
become wet, to soak’. 


327. *nowda ‘to move quickly’: Hamito-Semitic *nwd- ‘to move quickly’ ~ Indo- 
European *jeudh- ‘to move quickly, to do battle’ ~ Uralic *ziowóa- ‘to pursue, 
to follow’. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. Lax semantics. 


328. (?) *niika ‘to shake, to pull at’: Uralic */iika ‘to pull at, to jerk’ ~ Dravidian 
[*nuk- ‘to shake’]. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. Lax semantics. 
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329. *jüüla- ‘to tear out, to scrape off’: Uralic *ziülke- ‘to skin, to tear out hair’ ~ (?) 
Dravidian *null- ‘to pinch, to pinch off, to tear off ~ Altaic *riüli-/*róli- ‘to 
strip, to tear out, to scrape off’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. Proto-Dravidian medial */-I(1)-/ does not 
correspond to either Proto-Uralic medial */-1-/ or Proto-Altaic medial */-1-/. 

2. Rédei (1986—1988:319) reconstructs  Proto-Finno-Volgaic  *vilke- 
(*rülke-) (= *nvilke- [*nYülke-]) ‘to skin, to pull out hair’. 

3. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1019—1020) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*/dlo (~ -u-) (= *nYolo) ‘to pluck, to pick out’. 


330. *ñiĶa ‘neck vertebra, neck’: Uralic *ñika ‘vertebra, joint, neck, nape of neck’ 
~ Altaic *nika- ‘neck vertebra, neck, collar’. Rejected. 
Comments: 
1. The Uralic forms cited by Illic-Svityé are not in Rédei (1986—1988). 
2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:983—984) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*niake ‘neck, vertebra’. 


331. *NajRa ‘man, male’: Indo-European *ner- ‘man, male, male strength’ ~ Altaic 
[*niara “man, person’]. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Erroneous Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. 

2. The Indo-European evidence was covered above (no. 316). 
3. The Altaic evidence was covered above (no. 318). 


332. *NA demonstrative pronoun: Hamito-Semitic *n(j) demonstrative pronoun ~ 
Kartvelian *-n marker of 3rd singular subject ~ Indo-European *ne-/*no- stem 
of demonstrative pronoun ~ Uralic *za- stem of demonstrative pronoun ~ 
Dravidian *nd- demonstrative pronoun. Strong. 


Bomhard (vol. 1, Chapter 16, §16.18; no. 913) reconstructs the following 
Proto-Nostratic deictic particle based upon evidence from Afrasian, Kartvelian, 
Indo-European, Uralic, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic deictic particle *na (~ *na), *ni (~ *ne) “this, that’ 
Here is the supporting evidence presented by Bomhard: 


A. Afrasian: Proto-Semitic demonstrative stem/deictic particle *na/*-n (cf. 
Akkadian anni ‘this’; Sabaean -n definite article; Hebrew -n deictic 
element). Egyptian (dem. neuter and pl.) n? ‘this, these’, (dem. pronoun) 
nw ‘this, these’; Coptic n- [N-], nen- [NeNn-] plural of definite article, nai 
[Nai] ‘these’, në [Nu] ‘those’. Berber: Kabyle -nni ‘this, that; these, those’, 
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-inna/-yinna ‘that, those’ (a person or thing at a distance but usually within 
sight). East Cushitic: Afar *n-a, Saho *n-i/u. Sasse further notes that this 
stem is attested in combination with k/t demonstratives in Galla / Oromo 
and Saho-Afar. Proto-Agaw *-n- in *?a-n- ‘this’ > Bilin ?ana ‘this’, ?on 
‘the’; Xamtanga (suffix) (m.) -in ‘that’. 

B. Kartvelian: Found in verb endings in Kartvelian. Proto-Kartvelian third 
person singular present iterative (subjective conjugation) *-n > Old 
Georgian -n; Mingrelian -n; Laz -n. Proto-Kartvelian third person plural 
present (subjective conjugation) *-en > Georgian -en, -n; Mingrelian -an, 
-a, -n; Laz -an, -n. 

C. Indo-European: Proto-Indo-European demonstrative stem *ne-, *no-; 
*2e-no-, *Po-no- > Sanskrit (instr.) anéna, anáya ‘this, these’; Avestan 
ana- ‘this’; Greek £v ‘the last day of the month’; Latin (conj.) enim 
‘indeed, truly, certainly’; Lithuanian añs, anàs ‘that, that one’; Old Church 
Slavic on» ‘that, he’; Hittite an-ni-is ‘that, yonder’; Armenian na ‘that; he, 
she, it; him, her’. This stem may occur in the third plural verb ending *-n 
as well. This was later extended by *-t" to form a new third plural ending 
* nf^. Later still, this was further extended by a deictic *-i to form the so- 
called “primary” third plural ending *-n¢"i. 

D. Uralic: Proto-Uralic *nd (~ *ne ~ ? *ni) ‘this; this one’ > Finnish ndmd/nd- 
(pl. of tamd/td-) ‘these’, ne/ni- (pl. of se) ‘these, those’, ndim ‘so, like this’, 
niin ‘so, thus’; Lapp / Saami navt, na ‘like this, in the same way as this’; 
Mordvin ne (pl. of te ‘this’ and se ‘that’) ‘these, those’; Zyrian / Komi na, 
najó ‘she’; Selkup Samoyed na ‘that’, nyy ‘thither’. 

E. Altaic: Proto-Tungus third person possessive suffix *-n > Evenki -n (-in 
after consonants); Lamut / Even -n (-an after consonants); Udihe -ni; etc. 


333. *-NA suffix of plural animate nouns: Hamito-Semitic *-an suffix of plural 
animate nouns ~ Kartvelian *-en/*-n suffix of plural nouns (originally animate) 
in direct case ~ (?) Uralic *-Na suffix of plural nouns ~ Altaic *-na/*-nd suffix 
of plural animate nouns. Strong. 


Bomhard (vol. 1, Chapter 16, §16.26) reconstructs the following Proto- 
Nostratic plural marker based upon evidence from Afrasian, Kartvelian, Indo- 
European, Uralic, Altaic, and Chukchi-Kamchatkan: 


Proto-Nostratic *-nV plural marker 


334. *NEga ‘to stab’: Hamito-Semitic *ng- ‘to stab, to pierce’ ~ Indo-European 
*neigh- ‘to stab, to pierce’. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. 
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As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 921) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form based upon evidence from 
Afrasian and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic root *nag- (— *nag-): 
(vb.) *nag- ‘to strike, to split, to pierce, to stab’; 
(n.) *nag-a ‘stroke, blow, wound’ 


Bomhard includes the following Indo-European evidence: 


Proto-Indo-European *neg?-/*nog'- ‘to strike, to split, to pierce’: Old Irish ness 
‘wound’; Old Church Slavic noze ‘knife’, pro-noziti ‘to pierce through’. 


335. *Niiga ‘now’: Indo-European *nuH- ‘now’ ~ Uralic *Niika ‘now’. Strong. 


Comment: Erroneous Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. 


Bomhard (no. 936) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic particle based 
upon evidence from Afrasian (Egyptian/Coptic), Indo-European, and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic (adv.) *nuw- ‘now, at present, currently’ 


336. (?) *pala ‘swamp’: Indo-European *bolH-/*pelH- ‘swamp’ ~ Altaic [*pal- 


‘swamp’ ]. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. 

2. According to Bomhard (vol. 1, Chapter 21, no. 137), the Proto-Indo- 
European forms may be borrowings from Northwest Caucasian (Abkhaz): 
Common Abkhaz *p ’aliata ‘swamp, mud’: South Abkhaz a-p’alhat ‘abyss, 
quagmire, mud’. 

3. Bomhard (vol. 1, Chapter 21, no. 137) cites the following Indo-European 


forms as possible borrowings from Northwest Caucasian: 


(?) Illyrian *balta ‘swamp’ (> Albanian baltë ‘mud, clay, earth; swamp, 
marsh’, Balti ‘mud’, baltomé ‘mud, filth’; Romanian balta ‘swamp’; 
Modern Greek BdAtog ‘swamp’); Old Church Slavic blato (< *bolto-) 
‘quagmire, swamp’; Russian bolóto [OonorTo] ‘marsh, bog, swamp’; Serbo- 
Croatian bläto ‘mud, swampy terrain’; Czech bláto ‘mud’; Bulgarian bláto 
‘mud, swamp’; Lithuanian bala ‘swamp’. 
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Note: According to the glottalic model of Proto-Indo-European consonantism, 


the sound traditionally reconstructed as */b/ was the bilabial ejective 
*/p’/. 


337. *pelHi ‘to shake, to fear’: Indo-European *pelH-/*pleH- ‘to shake, to fear’ ~ 
Uralic *pele- ‘to fear’ ~ (?) Dravidian [*pira- ‘to shake, to fear’] ~ Altaic 


*peli- ‘to be frightened’. Possible. 


Comments: 


1. 


The Proto-Dravidian form should be removed. Proto-Dravidian medial 
*/-r-/ does not correspond to medial */-1-/ in the other Nostratic daughter 
languages. 

Rédei (1986—1988:370) reconstructs Proto-Uralic *pele- ‘to fear, to be 
afraid’. 

Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:238—239) include the Altaic forms 
cited by Illié-Svityé under Proto-Altaic *belV ‘hysterics, panic, mourning’. 
Therefore, the Altaic evidence should be removed from this etymology. 


Bomhard (no. 116) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Indo-European, and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *p/el-: 
(vb.) *pel- ‘to tremble, to shake; to be frightened, fearful, afraid’; 
(n.) *p^el-a ‘fright, fear’ 


338. (?) *purca(ga)/*pülca(ga) ‘flea’: Hamito-Semitic *pirgt/*brgt/(?) *pilgt 


‘mosquito, flea’ ~ Indo-European *bhlus-/*plus- ‘flea’ ~ Altaic *ptiragd/ 
*biirdgdl(?) *pürčä ‘flea’. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. There is even a single fragment of 
this etymology that can be salvaged. 


339. (Descriptive) *p'ür'/a/ ‘to tear, to break, to split: Hamito-Semitic */p/r- ‘to 
split, to destroy, to cut? ~ Kartvelian *pir-ec-/*pir-ic- ‘to tear’ ~ Indo- 
European *(s)per- ‘to tear, to break’ ~ Uralic *pdrd- ‘to break’ (derived form 


*pürek ‘broken off piece’) ~ Dravidian *pari-/*pari- ‘to tear, to break, to split’ 


~ Altaic *pGr'ti/*p ür'ü- ‘to tear, to smash, to grind’. Possible. 


Comments: 


1. 


2: 


Rédei (1986—1988:366) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Ugrian *pdre ‘small 
piece, bit, fragment’. 

Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1158) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *p%dre 
(~ *p€ro) (= phiór"e [~ *p'ér*o]) ‘to screw, to carve, to scratch’. This 
should be removed from this entry — the vowels do not match those from 
the other Nostratic daughter languages. 
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3. Removing the Altaic forms means that there 1s no basis for reconstructing 
Proto-Nostratic medial */-r'-/ (7 */-rY-/). 


Bomhard (no. 99) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon 
evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Kartvelian, Indo-European, Uralic, Altaic, 
and Chukchi-Kamchatkan: 


Proto-Nostratic root *p^ar- (~ *phar-): 
(vb.) *p^ar- ‘to separate, to divide, to break (apart); 
(n.) *p^ar-a ‘part, portion, share’ 


340. (Descriptive) *p%sa ‘to splash’: Kartvelian *ps- ‘to urinate’ ~ Uralic *piSa- ‘to 
drip, to drizzle’ ~ Dravidian *pica ‘to drizzle, to rain’ ~ Altaic *pGsü-/*p Visii- 
‘to splash’. Weak. 


Comment: This is one of the few times that an entry is labelled “descriptive” 
(1eckpurrr.) (onomatopoetic) by Illi¢-Svityé where the label is actually 
warranted. Even though this is probably a valid etymology in one form or 
another, it cannot be used to establish genetic relationship. 


341. *po%ga/*podga ‘hip’: Hamito-Semitic *paxd/*paxd/*xpd (< *padx-/*padx- 
with metathesis) ‘hip’ ~ Indo-European *bhe/dh/- ‘hip’ ~ Uralic *pdcika ‘hip, 
calf, meaty bulge’. Doubtful correspondences in Kartvelian and Alltaic. 
Rejected. 


Comment: Impossible sound correspondences. Erroneous Proto-Nostratic 
reconstruction. 


342. (?) *P/à/Hja ‘pain’: Indo-European *pehi- ‘to cause pain, to scold’ ~ Altaic 
[*Pójá ‘wound’ ]. Weak. 


Comments: 

1. Erroneous Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. Lax semantics. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1165) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *poje (~ 
-iu-, -io-, -i) (= *p"oje) ‘pain, sore’. 

3. Pokorny (1959:792—793) reconstructs Proto-Indo-European *pé(i)-, *pi- 
‘to hurt, to scold, to shame’. 


343. *qoti ‘to ignite; fire’: Hamito-Semitic *xt-/*xt- ‘to ignite, to blaze up’ ~ Indo- 
European *Hét- ‘fire, hearth’ ~ (?) Dravidian [*ota ‘to kindle’] ~ Altaic *6ti 
‘spark, fire’. Rejected. 


Comments: 
1. Faulty sound correspondences. Erroneous Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. 
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2. Proto-Indo-European *Heét- ‘fire, hearth’ cannot possibly come from Proto- 
Nostratic *gofi ‘to ignite; fire’. 

3. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1067) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *ot'a (~ 
-t-) (= *6tha) ‘fire; hot, warm’. Proto-Altaic medial */-t*-/ (= */-th-/) points 
to Proto-Nostratic medial */-th-/. Proto-Nostratic initial */q-/ does not 
become Proto-Altaic initial */O-/. 

4. Proto-Nostratic initial */q-/ does not become Proto-Dravidian initial */O-/. 


344. *qura ‘edge, tip; to cut’: Hamito-Semitic *qwr ‘to cut, to dig; opening’ ~ 
Kartvelian *qwer- ‘to castrate’ ~ Uralic *kura ‘knife’ ~ Dravidian [*Kkür 
‘sharp’] ~ Altaic [*Kur-ca ‘sharp’]. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. Erroneous Proto-Nostratic recon- 
struction. 


As a partial alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 519) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *&""gr- (~ *khar-): 

(vb.) *&"^ar- ‘to cut’; 

(n.) *&"^ar-a ‘piece cut off; knife’ 

Derivatives: 

(vb.) *kwhar- ‘to cut a groove, to hollow out, to dig’; 

(n.) *k”har-a ‘cut, hole, hollow, digging, excavation, pit, groove, trench’ 
(vb.) *k”har- ‘to cut short, to reduce, to decrease, to diminish, to lessen’; 
(n.) *&"^ar-a ‘shortness’; (adj.) ‘short’ 


Note: Bomhard includes Proto-Uralic *kurz ‘knife’ (cf. Rédei 1986— 
1988:218—219) in his proposal but not the other forms included by Illič- 
Svityé. 


345. (?) *qa particle of collective meaning: Kartvelian [*-ge marker of plural of 
2nd/3rd person oblique object] ~ (?) Indo-European *-ka suffix of collective ~ 
Uralic *-k suffix of plural (in pronominal markers of Ist and 2nd plural) ~ 
Dravidian *-k(k)a suffix of noun plural. Possible. 


Comment: Erroneous Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. There is nothing in the 
data cited from the Nostratic daughter languages to justify reconstructing a 
Proto-Nostratic initial postvelar ejective */q-/ (7 */q'-/). 


Bomhard (vol 1, Chapter 16, $816.23) reconstructs the following Proto- 
Nostratic plural marker based upon evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Uralic, 
Gilyak / Nivkh, and Eskimo: 
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Proto-Nostratic plural *-kħu 


346. (?) *rEt4 ‘daylight’: Hamito-Semitic *7jf ‘sun, daylight’ ~ Kartvelian [*r/// 
‘to dawn, to shine’]. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. 

2. Not listed in Klimov (1998). Svan (Upper Bal) has the following forms: 
lirhál ‘to dawn’, lirhe ‘to light something; to be lit up; to dawn’, lirhi ‘to 
stay awake during the night’, rahi ‘clear (light)’, rahijburi (idiomatic) ‘life’ 
(that is, ‘light and dark’). 


347. *Sala ‘favorable’: Hamito-Semitic *s/- ‘favorable, fortunate’ ~ Indo-European 
*selh-/*sleh- ‘favorable’. Rejected. 


As an alternative proposal to Illi¢-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 287) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Dravidian, and Indo-European: 


Proto-Nostratic root *sYo/-: 
(vb.) *s¥ol- ‘to be safe, well, sound’; 
(n.) *sYol-a ‘safety; health, welfare’; (adj.) ‘safe, well, sound’ 


348. *sehr'a ‘to be awake’: Hamito-Semitic [*shr ‘to be awake’] ~ Indo-European 
*se/Hr/- ‘to guard (vigilantly)’ ~ Uralic [*/s/era ‘to be awake’] ~ Altaic *Ser'à 
‘to be awake, to awaken, to notice’. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. Lax semantics. 


349. (Descriptive) *faph(a) ‘to beat’: Hamito-Semitic *fp:h ‘to beat, to trample, to 
break’ ~ Indo-European *fep- ‘to beat, to crush’ ~ Uralic *tappa- ‘to beat, to 
trample, to kick’ ~ Dravidian *tabb- ‘to beat’ ~ Altaic *fapi- ‘to beat, to 
hammer’ / *¢Gpi- ‘to beat, to kick’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. 

2. Proto-Dravidian *tabb- is not a valid reconstruction. Instead, it should be 
Proto-Dravidian *fapp- ‘to strike, to beat, to kill, etc." (cf. Burrow— 
Emeneau 1984: 367, no. 3075). 

3. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1355— 1356) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*tāp V (= *tüp^V) ‘to stamp, to press’. 

4. Illič-Svityč has confused two separate Proto-Nostratic stems here. 


Bomhard reconstructs two distinct Proto-Nostratic forms as follows: 
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A. Bomhard (no. 193) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based 
upon evidence from Dravidian, Indo-European, and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic root */^gp^- (~ *thaph-); 
(vb.) *tap*- ‘to strike, to knock, to hit, to beat, to pound; to trample’; 
(n.) *thap'-a ‘stroke, slap, blow, hit’ 


B. Bomhard (no. 228) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostra-tic forms based 
upon evidence from Afrasian, Indo-European, and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *t’ap’- (~ *t’ap?-): 
(vb.) *t’ap"- ‘to strike, to beat, to pound’; 
(n.) *t'ap^-a ‘stroke, blow’ 


350. *wola ‘big’: (?) Afrasian *w///- ‘big’? ~ Indo-European *uel- ‘big’ ~ Uralic 
*wola ‘many, surplus’ ~ Dravidian *val ‘big, strong’ ~ Altaic *ola ‘many’. 
Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1494) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *ulu (~ 
-0) ‘big, many; good’. 

2. Rédei (1986—1988:543—544) reconstructs Proto-Uralic *uls (-j3) ‘many, 
big; very’. 


As an alternative proposal to I[llic-Svityé’s etymology, Bomhard (no. 797) 
reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms based upon evidence from 
Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, and Yukaghir: 


Proto-Nostratic root *wal- (~ *wal-): 
(vb.) *wal- ‘to be or become strong’; 
(n.) *wal-a ‘strength, power’ 


Note: The revised Proto-Uralic form may be related to the revised Proto-Altaic 
form (though not to the Afrasian, Indo-European, and Dravidian forms). 
More research is needed. 


351. *wota ‘to get, to obtain, to overtake’: Uralic *wotta- ‘to bag game, to overtake 
(when hunting)’ ~ Dravidian *ott- ‘to extract, to bring’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. There is not a shred of evidence, 
based upon the forms cited from the Nostratic daughter languages, to 
justify reconstructing a medial dental ejective */-t-/ (= */-t’-/) in Proto- 
Nostratic. 

2. Lax semantics. 
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352. *zap‘a ‘to take into one’s hands, to hold’: Indo-European *sep- ‘to hold, to be 
occupied with something’ ~ Altaic *Zapa- ‘to take into one’s hands, to make, 
to arrange’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. Erroneous Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1528) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *šap ù (= 
*Zap'n1) ‘to hold, to connect’. 


353. *3/a/na ‘fetus, fruit, pregnancy, descendants’: Hamito-Semitic *dn- ‘to get 
pregnant; descendants; brother, sister’ ~ (?) Kartvelian *z;m-a ‘brother’ ~ 
Dravidian *can-ai ‘fetus, pregnancy’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. Proto-Afrasian initial */d-/ (= */t-/ ~ */P-/ 
— cf. Steiner 1977) does not correspond to Proto-Kartvelian initial */zi-/ 
or Proto-Dravidian initial */c-/. 

2. Erroneous Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. 


SUMMARY / CONCLUSIONS 


Based upon this review, it should be clear that Illié-Svity&'s work is riddled with 
faulty sound correspondences (“non-corresponding sound correspondences" [cf. 
Campbell—Poser 2008:247—248]), rather lax semantics (“semantically non- 
equivalent forms” [cf. Campbell—Poser 2008:249, §9.4.1.6]), and impossible 
Proto-Nostratic reconstructions (“typological problems” [cf. Campbell—Poser 
2008:250, §9.4.1.8]). It is also apparent that Illi¢-Svityé had a rather superficial 
understanding of Afrasian, at best, though his handling of the Uralic and Altaic data 
was much better. Even here, however, he has not escaped criticism (cf. especially 
Campbell—Poser 2008:243—264, §9.4; to be fair, see here also the reviews of 
Campbell—Poser [2008] by George Starostin [2009] and Vaclav Blažek [2010]). 
Given the time period during which he worked (mid-1960s), Illié-Svityé’s handling 
of the Afrasian data he cites is understandable and forgivable, considering the state 
of the field at the time. There have been tremendous advances in Afrasian 
scholarship over the past fifty years, much of it by Russian scholars. Unlike 
Campbell—Poser (2008:249, §9.4.1.5), however, I do not fault “short forms” when 
pronouns and particles are involved. Though I mostly agree with Campbell— 
Posers (2008:246—247) criticism of Illié-Svity&'s inclusion of so-called 
“descriptive” forms (“onomatopoetic, affective, expressive, ideophonic, or sound- 
symbolic forms"), Illié-Svity&'s use of the label “descriptive” (yeckpurrr.) often 
seems rather arbitrary to me, and I would remove the label from most of the forms 
where it occurs. Even though the inclusion of such forms, when correctly identified 
as such, cannot be used to establish genetic relationship, I do not have any problem 
including such forms whenever the cumulative evidence from the daughter 
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languages shows that they were part of the primordial vocabulary. But, to repeat and 
re-emphasize, onomatopoeia, nursery words, chance resemblances, and the like 
must never be used as evidence to try to establish a genetic relationship among 
languages — reconstruction, yes; evidence, no. 

Another point must be emphasized, since it has characterized Russian 
scholarship on Nostratic from the beginning right up to the present day (cf., for 
example, Starostin—Kassian—Zhivlov 2015). Illi¢-Svityé (as well as Dolgopolsky) 
gives far too much weight to Uralic. To anyone who has seriously studied the 
subject, it 1s blatantly obvious that Proto-Uralic is not the most conservative 
Nostratic daughter language. Rather, it belongs, as Joseph Greenberg (2000—2002) 
tried to show, to the Eurasiatic sub-branch of Nostratic. Consequently, attempts to 
reconstruct Proto-Nostratic based upon Proto-Uralic can only lead to gravely flawed 
results. No doubt, the overreliance on Uralic is the reason that several contemporary 
Russian scholars are confused about whether Afrasian should or should not be 
included within the Nostratic macrofamily. Afrasian is most definitely a branch of 
Nostratic — indeed, the oldest branch —, as originally shown by Illic-Svityé and 
confirmed by the work of Dolgopolsky and Bomhard. 

As an aside, yet another problem I see with contemporary Russian scholarship 
on distant linguistic relationship is the careless use of lexicostatistics, Swadesh lists, 
and glottochronology — to his credit, Illič-Svityč did not use these methodologies. 
For example, a careful reading of a recent (2015) article published in the Journal of 
Indo-European Studies by the Russian scholars George Starostin, Alexei Kassian, 
and Mikhail Zhivlov (all highly competent linguists in their own right) entitled 
“Proto-Indo-European-Uralic Comparison from the Probabilistic Point of View” 
unambiguously exposes the shortcomings of these methodologies, namely, 
assumptions based upon assumptions based upon assumptions masquerading as 
methodological rigor (note here especially Roger Blench's 2014 paper "Language 
Levelling Challenges All Mathematical Methods of Language Classification" 
available for free download on academia.edu; note also the comments on the 2015 
paper by Starostin—Kassian—Zhivlov by Don Ringe, Brett Kessler, and Petri 
Kallio). Typically, the authors try to conceal the shortcomings of these 
methodologies through the use of highly specialized technical jargon, statistics, and 
sophisticated logic. However, one of these scholars inadvertently disclosed the 
legerdemain going on by freely admitting in print that he kept changing the input 
data used in one of his models until he achieved the desired results. The scientific 
name for this is kind of activity is “fudging”. These tactics notwithstanding, the use 
of lexicostatistics, glottochronology, and Swadesh lists falls far short of what might 
be considered as reasonable standards of scientific rigor and precision. As is to be 
expected, the continued use of discredited methodologies does not inspire 
confidence in the results achieved or the conclusions reached. Perhaps, Roy Andrew 
Miller (1980:86) said it best: 


For the historical linguist, the entire proposition of "basic vocabulary," 
including both the idea that some words in a language are, or should be, more 
resistant to historical change than others, and the idea that certain kinds of 
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words are of special importance in helping to demonstrate a genetic relationship 
of languages in a convincing fashion, is unsupported, undemonstrable, and 
unscientific... 


The damage that has been done to historical linguistics because of the mistaken 
application of the essentially erroneous thesis of "basic vocabulary," 
particularly when some scholars have attempted to employ it for quasi- 
statistical purposes (“glottochronology” or “lexicostatistics”), has been 
immense. 


A recent issue of Diachronica was devoted to a discussion of these methodologies: 
Seren Wichmann and Anthony Grant (eds.), Quantitative Approaches to Linguistic 
Diversity: Commemorating the Centenary of the Birth of Morris Swadesh. (= 
Diachronica XXVIU2, 2010.) Amsterdam and Philadelphia, PA: John Benjamins. 
In closing, we may note that these methodologies are only as good as the 
assumptions upon which they are based — astonishingly, those assumptions keep 
changing as scholars struggle to refine these methodologies in response to criticisms 
and to correct inherent flaws. Sadly, the flaws are both too numerous and too deep- 
rooted to be overcome, some heroic efforts in that direction notwithstanding (cf. 
George Starostin 2010). Furthermore, the results achieved by the use of these 
methodologies are dependent upon the quality of the input data. In this regard, the 
Global Lexicostatistical Database (GLD) initiated by the late Russian scholar Sergej 
Starostin may be mentioned. The quality of the data included in this database is 
notoriously unreliable, and several scholars have commented on this and urged 
extreme caution in using this resource. 

At the beginning of this review, I laid out the criteria for evaluation and 
proposed a scale consisting of four categories: “strong”, “possible”, “weak”, and 
“rejected”. Now, we can summarize our findings in terms of those categories, 
applied to the 353 entries in the first two volumes of Illi¢-Svityé’s Nostratic 
dictionary: 


Category Number of Items Percentage 
Strong 85 24% 
Possible 86 24% 
Weak 28 8% 
Rejected 154 44% 
Totals 353 100% 


My overall assessment is that we should truthfully acknowledge and graciously 
abandon what Illi¢-Svityé got wrong in his Nostratic dictionary, we should be 
thankful for what he got right, and we should build on the foundation of what he got 
right. The valid entries in Illié-Svity&'s dictionary are more than what we had before, 
and they provide a good basis for further research. 
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POSTSCRIPT 


Due to highest respect and admiration I have for the body of work on Nostratic 
produced by Vladislav Markovič Illi-Svityé, this is not a review that I really 
wanted to prepare, and I have resisted the temptation to do so for many, many years. 
However, for over 35 years, I have stood (mostly) silently by and read and listened 
to comments by a small clique of Russian colleagues on how great (unassailable/ 
sacrosanct) Illié-Svity&'s version of Nostratic is and how inferior my own endeavors 
in the field are in comparison. Saying that something 1s so does not make it so, no 
matter how many times it is repeated. As noted by Anatole France: “If fifty million 
people believe a foolish thing, it is still a foolish thing". This arrogance and 
condescending attitude on the part of the Russians is not only baseless, it continues 
unabated to the present day (June 2020). Part of the adulation of Illi¢-Svityé’s work 
is due to the “Slava Cult” mentioned at the beginning of this review. Well, enough 
is enough! 

To illustrate the kind of behavior I am talking about here, I would like to 
mention a single example — a review (in both Russian and English) written in 1987 
by the late Eugene Helimski of my 1984 book Toward Proto-Nostratic. I have 
chosen this example because it is still being cited by Russian scholars, who have 
claimed that I have ignored the concerns raised by the Helimski in my subsequent 
work. My answer to that criticism 1s that they are correct — I have, indeed, 
intentionally ignored Helimski's criticism. The reason for this is that I disagreed 
with most of Helimski's review when it was published, and I still do. Some of the 
criticisms raised by Helimski fall into the category of "straw man arguments". To 
quote Wikipedia: 


A straw man is a common form of argument and is an informal fallacy based 
on giving the impression of refuting an opponent's argument, while actually 
refuting an argument that was not advanced by that opponent. One who 
engages in this fallacy is said to be ‘attacking a straw man’. 


Another problem with Helimski's review is "cherry picking". Again, quoting 
Wikipedia: 


Cherry picking, suppressing evidence, or the fallacy of incomplete evidence is 
the act of pointing to individual cases or data that seem to confirm a particular 
position, while ignoring a significant portion of related cases or data that may 
contradict that position. It is a kind of fallacy of selective attention, the most 
common example of which is the confirmation bias. Cherry picking may be 
committed intentionally or unintentionally. This fallacy is a major problem in 
public debate. 


That Helimski has engaged in "cherry picking" is so obvious that it almost does not 
even need to be pointed out. In those (relatively few) cases where I felt Helimski 
raised legitimate concerns, I have, as a matter of fact, made the appropriate 
corrections in subsequent works. For what it is worth, I must say that Helimski (and 
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several others, who will remain unnamed) is actually quite adept at subtly 
misrepresenting what I have written and then attacking the misrepresentation as 
though it were an accurate account of my views. This kind of deliberate 
misrepresentation of my work on the part of contemporary Russian scholars (one in 
particular) 1s still going on (2020), and the time is long overdue to start calling them 
out on their dishonesty. 

I have prepared this review to show that the work of Illié-Svityé on Nostratic is 
neither as flawed (total rejection) as his critics have claimed, on the one hand, nor as 
flawless (unqualified acceptance) as his supporters have claimed, on the other hand. 
Illié-Svityéó was a careful and knowledgeable scholar, and he did the best he could 
with what was available to him at the time. At its best, his work was of the highest 
quality. However, his research on Nostratic was a pioneering effort, and, as such, it 
has both its strengths and its weaknesses, the latter becoming increasingly more 
pronounced and more apparent with the passage of time. I am hoping that this 
review will help give a more objective and balanced appreciation of the contribution 
that Illié-Svityé made to Nostratic studies and that it will mitigate the reprehensible 
arrogance and condescending attitude on the part of the Russians. 
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INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 


I previously prepared a critical review of volumes 1 and 2 of Vladislav Markovič 
Ilié-Svity&'s Oneim cpaeHenua nocmpamuueckux A3bIKOG (CeMUMOXAMUMCKUŬ, 
kapmeeneckuii, uuooeeponeückulü, ypaneckuü, Opaeuouückuü, anmaückuü) [An 
Attempt at a Comparison of the Nostratic Languages (Hamito-Semitic, Kartvelian, 
Indo-European, Uralic, Dravidian, Altaic)] (1971—1984). Now, I would like to 
turn my attention to the third, and final, volume of this work. The Introductory 
Remarks included in my review of the first two volumes should also be consulted. 

I have purposely chosen to review this volume separately. The reason for this is 
that the first two volumes were either prepared by Illic-Svityé himself or by a team 
of scholars working from Illič-Svityčs notes, while the third volume forms an 
independent, later (1984) adjunct to the first two volumes (1971 and 1976). It was 
not based upon Illié-Svity&'s notes but was prepared instead by a group of Russian 
scholars, under the general editorship of Vladimir A. Dybo. The Proto-Nostratic 
reconstructions used by the scholars who prepared this volume still follow Illic- 
Svityé’s system. Nonetheless, the supporting evidence is far richer, and more recent 
publications are cited. I will be referring to “the authors" throughout this review, 
inasmuch as Illič-Svityč did not prepare this volume. 


CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION 


I will use the same scale here that I used in my review of Dolgopolsky's Nostratic 
Dictionary and in my review of the first two volumes of Illié-Svity&s Onvim 
cpaeueuus nocmpamuueckux AZbIKOG (ceuumoxawumckulüi, kapmeezbckuli, UHOO- 
eeponeiickuli, ypanbckuii, opaeuouüickuü, anmaucKkuu) [An Attempt at a Comparison 
of the Nostratic Languages (Hamito-Semitic, Kartvelian, Indo-European, Uralic, 
Dravidian, Altaic)]: 
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Strong: This is a solid etymology, without major problems. 

Possible: This is a plausible etymology, but there are problem areas. 
Quite often, one of the putative cognates in the daughter 
languages (at the macro level, not individual cited forms) does 
not belong or is questionable, while the remaining cognates do, 
indeed, fit together quite well. There may also be minor 
problems with the semantics or with the phonology, but these 
can usually be explained in terms of widely-attested semantic 
shifts or phonological processes. 

Weak: There are major problems with this etymology, usually either 
with the semantics or the phonology or with the quality or 
quantity of the supporting material from the daughter languages. 
Nonetheless, this etymology is not to be rejected outright. 
Typically, there are parts that can be salvaged, though the 
etymology cannot stand as written. 

Rejected: There are so many problems with this etymology that it must be 
fully disqualified. Some of these etymologies may involve 
borrowings. 


Each entry was evaluated exclusively in terms of the material cited from the 
daughter languages to determine the extent to which viable comparisons were 
proposed, that is to say, whether they had a chance of being true cognates or 
whether they were merely specious. Moreover, the validity of the reconstructed 
forms posited by the authors was also evaluated. Finally, the etymologies were 
further judged both in terms of the sound correspondences proposed by Illic-Svityé 
(and extracted and formatted into tables by Vladimir Dybo) and the alternative set 
proposed by Bomhard (2021). As noted in my review of the first two volumes, some 
of the sound laws proposed by Illic-Svityé are simply wrong. 

In evaluating the individual etymologies, the vowels were given as much 
weight as the consonants. If there was not a perfect or nearly perfect match in both, 
or if the authors failed to give a convincing explanation for exceptions to the 
expected correspondences, the etymology was rejected, even if the semantics were 
solid. In like manner, even though the correspondences may have been flawless, an 
etymology was rejected or evaluated as “weak” if the semantics were not perfect or 
nearly perfect. In spite of all of these conditions, whenever there were uncertainties, 
the authors of the present volume were always given the benefit of the doubt. I also 
tried to be mindful that the authors based their proposals on the best material that 
was available to them at the time (1984). Needless to say, there have been many 
advances since then in each of the languages/language families which the authors 
(and Illic-Svityé) included in their version of Nostratic. Newer works are cited in 
this review where appropriate. 
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ILLIC-SVITYC'S NOSTRATIC DICTIONARY: VOLUME 3 


Illié-Svity&'s transcription has been retained (note: the authors use Illic-Svityc&'s 
symbol /A/ to indicate a vowel of indeterminate quality). I have mostly used Mark 
Kaiser's English translations from the original Russian. Where they exist, I provide 
references to the alternative Nostratic etymologies I have proposed (cf. Bomhard, 
2021) but not to those proposed by Dolgopolsky, unless relevant to the discussion, 
inasmuch as he, the authors of the present volume, and Illič-Svityč follow 
essentially the same system and inasmuch as I have already evaluated 
Dolgopolsky's work. Finally, I have retained the older term “Hamito-Semitic” as 
the translation for “cemuroxamutcxui” when citing Illié-Svityé&'s work, as well as 
the work of the authors of the present volume, inasmuch as this is the term they 
preferred. Elsewhere, I use *Afrasian" in this review. 


354. *luńge ‘snow’: Uralic */ure ‘snow’ ~ Altaic [*/uNa ‘wet snow]. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. 

2. Rédei (1986—1988:253—254) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Permian */ume 
‘snow’. 

3. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:891) reconstruct Proto-Altaic */iani (~ -e) 
(= * fmi) ‘snow’. 


355. *maHj/e/ ‘to rock, to wave’: Indo-European *meh(i)- ‘to rock, to shake, to 
wave, to nod’, (figuratively) ‘to lure, to summon, to show’ ~ Dravidian maya 
‘to sway, to reel (physically and emotionally)’ ~ Altaic *maji ‘to rock, to 
shake, to sway, to bend, to wave’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. The Altaic and Dravidian vowels do not 
match (see comment 2). 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:907) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *meju ‘to 
shake, to sway’. 

3. Rix (2001:425) reconstructs Proto-Indo-European *meh;- ‘to give a sign’. 
Rix includes Lithuanian móju, moti ‘to wink; to give (or make) a sign; to 
wave; to beckon’. Derksen (2015:324) also reconstructs Proto-Indo- 
European *meh;- and mentions possible Slavic and Germanic cognates, 
while Pokorny (1959:693) reconstructs Proto-Indo-European *md- ‘to 
wave the hand, to beckon’. Thus, in Proto-Indo-European, */-i-/ is an 
extension and is not part of the root. 


356. *maHja ‘to lose strength, to weaken, to disappear, to perish’: Indo-European 
*meHi- (> *ma(i)- or *mo(i)-) ‘to tire’ ~ Dravidian *maja- ‘to disappear, to 
perish, to be finished, to die; to destroy, to finish’ ~ Altaic *maja- ‘to weaken, 
to be lost’. Rejected. 
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Comments: 

1. The Dravidian forms really do not fit that well here semantically (cf. 
Burrow—Emeneau 1984:428, no. 4814). 

2. Pokorny (1959:746) reconstructs Proto-Indo-European *mo- ‘to become 
tired’, while Rix (2001:425) reconstructs Proto-Indo-European *meh;- ‘to 
tire, to make tired’. As in the preceding entry, */-i-/ is an extension and is 
not part of the root in Proto-Indo-European. 

3. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:894) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *maja ‘to 


miss, to fail; bad luck’ as the ancestor of the Altaic forms cited by the 
authors. 


357. (?) *mena ‘to miss, to pass by; to be futile, in vain; to be reckless’ ~ Indo- 
European *men-t-/*my-t- ‘to be futile, useless, false; to lie" ~ Uralic *mentà 


*to pass by, to miss the mark, to be mistaken' — Altaic *mun-u- 'to get lost; to 


go insane’, *men- ‘to become blunt, dull; to become cloudy (consciousness)’, 


*mey-de- ‘to be shocked, lost; to become confused’. Rejected. 


Comments: 


l. 
2. 


Faulty sound correspondences. Lax semantics. 

De Vaan (2008:372) derives Latin mentior ‘to lie, to utter that which is not 
true; to deceive, to mislead’ from Proto-Indo-European *mn-ti- ‘thought, 
mind’, as follows: “The meaning ‘to lie’ derives from a semantic change 
‘to have second thoughts, to be inventive’ > ‘to conjure up, to lie’.” See 
also Ernout—Meillet (1985:396—397) (denominative from mens, mentis 
‘mind, opinion’) and Walde—Hofmann (1965—1972.11:68—69) (under 
mendax), from Proto-Indo-European *mg-tís ‘thought, mind’. None of the 
traditional Lain etymological dictionaries appear to support the derivation 
of the Latin term proposed by the authors. 

Three different Proto-Altaic forms are confused here: (A) *munu ‘wrong, 
mad, uneasy’ (cf. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak 2003:953); (B) *miani ‘to be 
confused, to hesitate’ (cf. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak 2003:922—923); and 
(C) Proto-Altaic *méya ‘to run, to trot’? (> Proto-Mongolian *meyde- ‘to 
hurry, to scurry’) (cf. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:914). 

Rédei (1986—1988:272—273) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Ugrian *mentd- 
‘to be missing, wanting; to lack; to make a mistake, error, blunder’. 


358. (?) *munE ‘shortage, defect, deformity’: Indo-European *men-d- ‘defect, 
shortage, deformity’ ~ Altaic *munE ‘shortcoming, defect, shortage’. Possible. 


Comments: 


1. 


2s 


Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:952) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *mune 
‘defect, lack’. 

De Vaan (2008:372) reconstructs Proto-Italo-Celtic *m/(e)nd"-o- as the 
ancestor of Latin mendum ‘physical blemish or fault, error’; Old Irish mind 
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‘mark, sign’, mennar ‘blemish’. Matasovié (2009:265, 265—266) recon- 
structs Proto-Celtic *mendu- ‘mark, sign’. 

3. The following Anatolian cognates can be added to the Indo-European 
evidence: Hittite mant- ‘something harming’ (nom. sg. ma-an-za) (hapax 
legomenon), (adj.) mantalli- “venomous (?), poisonous (?), rancorous (?) 
(note: this may be of Luwian origin); Lycian méte ‘harm’; Lydian métli 
‘something negative’ (cf. Kloekhorst 2008:555; Puhvel 1984— .6:59—61). 
Kloekhorst tentatively derives the Anatolian forms from Proto-Indo- 
European *mond- (?), and this is also mentioned by Puhvel as a possibility, 
both citing work by Rieken. 

4. The meaning of the Proto-Indo-European form is uncertain. Nonetheless, 
in view of the Anatolian data, we may venture a guess that the original 
meaning may have been something like ‘harm, injury, wound’ (cf. Buck 
1949:1183—1184, §16.76 fault, guilt — assuming semantic development 
as in Latin noxa, noxia ‘harm, injury’, hence also ‘fault, offense, guilt’). 
There is enough semantic overlap among the forms cited by Buck to 
accommodate the Altaic semantic developments as well. Consequently, I 
am giving the authors the benefit of the doubt here. 


359. *fajgu- ‘to bow, to bend, to hand’: Indo-European *Kkneig"- ‘to bow, to bend’ 
~ Uralic */A(:ik/u/ (< *fiajgu- ?) ‘to bow, to bend’ ~ Altaic *yajgu- ‘to bend, to 
hang, to droop, to rock’. Rejected. 


Comment: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. 

2. Rédei (1986—1988:317—318) reconstructs Proto-Uralic *niks- (= *nvik3-) 
‘to bend down, to be bent down’. Janhunen (1977:101) reconstructs Proto- 
Samoyed *nika- ‘to bend (the head), to nod (the head)’. 

3. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:872) reconstruct Proto-Altaic */ena (= 
*lena) ‘to incline, to sway, to shake’ as the ancestor of the Altaic forms 
cited by the authors. 


360. *Nuq/i/ ‘to bend, to rock, to lower’: Hamito-Semitic *nwx ‘to bend, to lower, 
to lay’ ~ Kartvelian *nqw ‘to bring down, to overturn’ ~ Indo-European 
*neuH- ‘to bend, to bow, to rock’ ~ (?) Dravidian [*nika ‘to bend, to bow’] ~ 
Altaic *nugu/*niikii ‘to bend, to bow’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. 

2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:879) reconstruct Proto-Altaic */uke ‘to 

bend, to bow' as the ancestor of the Altaic forms cited by the authors. 

The Proto-Indo-European forms does not belong here. 

4. Proto-Afrasian */x/ (= */h/ in traditional transcription) does not correspond 
to Proto-Dravidian */k/. 


uU 
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361. *pal'q« ‘foot’: Kartvelian *p,erq- (^ *perq-/*berq-) ‘leg, foot, step’ ~ Uralic 


*p/ü/l'kà ‘foot’ ~ Altaic */p/al'ka ‘leg, foot, step’. Rejected. 


Comments: 


1. 


Faulty sound correspondences: Proto-Kartvelian medial */-r-/ does not 
correspond to either Proto-Uralic medial */-I'-/ (= */-IY-/) or Proto-Altaic 
medial */-]'-/ (= */-l)-/). 

Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:284—285) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*dlaku (= *àlak'u) ‘to walk, to step’ as the ancestor of the Altaic forms 
cited by the authors. 


362. *p/a/r/à '(finger) nail’: Hamito-Semitic *p,r-, *p,r-s- ‘nail, finger’ ~ 
Kartvelian *py/c/xa ‘nail, claw’ ~ (?) Indo-European *per-, *perst- ‘finger’ ~ 


(?) Dravidian *ver-al (< *pier-al) ‘finger’ ~ Altaic *para-(na)/*p Grd-(yda) (< 
*pare-(ya)) ‘thumb’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. 

2. Ad hoc sound law — Proto-Dravidian initial */v-/ does not come from 
Proto-Nostratic initial */p-/ ~ */p,-/ (cf. Burrow—Emeneau 1984:490, no. 
5409). Krishnamurti (2003:483) reconstructs Proto-Dravidian *wir-al 
‘finger’. 

3. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1138) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *p'erV (= 
*pherV) ‘thumb’. Note especially the discussion of the developments in the 
individual Altaic daughter languages. 

4. Several different stems are confused and/or improperly analyzed in the 
Afrasian material cited by the authors. 

5. Wodtko—Irslinger—Schneider (2008:552) reconstruct a compound form, 


that is, Proto-Indo-European *p(e)r-sth;- ‘something sticking or standing 
out’, as the source of the Indo-European forms cited by the authors. 


363. */p/dsa ‘root’: Kartvelian *pasw- ‘root’ ~ Dravidian [*vaca (< *piaca) ‘type 
of edible root’] ~ Altaic *P/d/sa ‘trunk, stem; handle’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. Lax semantics. 

2. As already pointed out (no. 362, comment 2), Proto-Dravidian initial */v-/ 
is not from Proto-Nostratic initial */p-/ ~ */p,-/. 

3. Startostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1086—1087) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 


*pésá ‘handle’. Proto-Altaic initial */p-/ (« Proto-Nostratic initial */p’-/) 
does not correspond to Proto-Kartvelian initial */p-/ (« Proto-Nostratic 
initial */ph-/). 


364. *per/e/ ‘rind, skin, peel’: Hamito-Semitic *p,r- ‘rind, skin, peel’ ~ Uralic 
*pere ‘skin, rind, film’ ~ Dravidian *p,era ‘rind, skin, peel’. Possible. 


A CRITICAL REVIEW OF VOLUME 3 OF ILLIC-SVITYC'S NOSTRATIC DICTIONARY 7 


Comments: 

1. There does not appear to be any justification for reconstructing Proto- 
Afrasian initial */p,-/. The forms cited from the Afrasian daughter 
languages by the authors point to Proto-Afrasian initial */f-/ (cf. the table 
of Afrasian sound correspondences in Bomhard (Chapter 7). 

2. Likewise, there is no justification for reconstructing Proto-Dravidian initial 
*/p,-/. All of the forms listed by Burrow—Emeneau (1984:391, no. 4417) 
point to Proto-Dravidian initial */p-/, including Telugu beradu ‘bark, rind, 
shell’ and baradu ‘bark of a tree’. 

3. Rédei (1986—1988:374) reconstructs Proto-Uralic *pers ‘skin, rind’. 

4. Not in Bomhard (2021). 


365. */p/uncE ‘body hair’: Kartvelian [*pacw-/(?) *poc- (< *pawc- ?) “body hair'] 
~ Indo-European *pus-, *pous- ‘(body) hair, down’ ~ Uralic *punce ‘down, 
feathers’ ~ Dravidian *p,occu ‘hair, down’. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. Everything about this etymology is 
just wrong. 


366. */p/u/fi/a ‘hair, fur, feathers’: Uralic *puna ‘hair, fur, feathers’ ~ Dravidian 
*p uta ‘hair, fur, down, small feathers’ ~ Altaic *Puna ‘hair, fur, feathers’. 
Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. Proto-Dravidian medial */-t-/ does not 
correspond either to Proto-Uralic medial */-n-/ or to Proto-Altaic medial 
*/-ń-/ (= */-nY-/). Proto-Uralic medial */-n-/ does not correspond to Proto- 
Altaic medial */-n-/ (= */-nY-/). 

2. Rédei (1986—1988:402) reconstructs Proto-Uralic *puna ‘hair’. 

3. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1186) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *p tine (= 
*phunve) ‘hair; feather’. 


367. *p‘ada ‘to fall’: Hamito-Semitic [*pdH ‘to fall, to lie down'] ~ Indo-European 
*ped- ‘to fall’ ~ Dravidian *pata ‘to fall, to lower (oneself), to sit, to lie down’. 
Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. Proto-Indo-European */-d-/ (= */-t-/ 
according to the glottalic model of Proto-Indo-European consonantism) 
does not correspond either to Proto-Afrasian */-d-/ or to Proto-Dravidian 
*/-t-/ (< Proto-Nostratic */-d-/). 

2. The Afrasian material cited by the authors points to Proto-Afrasian medial 
ejective */-t'-/ (cf. Hausa fada ‘to fall into, to fall onto, to descend on; to 
throw oneself into, onto; to attack’, fadi; to fall, to descend; to set [of sun]’; 
etc.). 
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368. 


369. 


*p'alga ‘fortified settlement’: Hamito-Semitic *b/(H) (< *plg ?) ‘settlement, 
dwelling’ ~ Indo-European *p/H- ‘fortified settlement, fortress, city’ ~ Uralic 
*palya ‘settlement, dwelling’ ~ Dravidian *pailli ‘settlement, building, temple’ 
~ Altaic *palaga (> Mongolian balaya-) ‘city, fortress, building’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Erroneous Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. 

2. Faulty sound correspondences. Proto-Afrasian initial */b-/ does not corres- 

pond to initial */p-/ found in the other Nostratic daughter languages. 

Ad hoc sound law — Proto-Afrasian *b/(H) does not come from *plg. 

4. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1093) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *pidlagV 
‘fortress, group of houses’. Strictly speaking, Proto-Altaic initial */p-/ is 
from Proto-Nostratic initial ejective */p’-/. 

5. Rédei (1986—1988:351) reconstructs Proto-Ugrian (? Finno-Ugrian) 
*palys ‘village’, while Sammallahti (1988:548) reconstructs Proto-Finno- 
Ugrian *pdlwa ‘village; idol’. 


ww 


Bomhard (no. 92) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form on the basis 
of evidence from Dravidian, Indo-European, Uralic, and (?) Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *p^al-a ‘settlement, settled place’ 


*p'aliHma ‘palm’: Indo-European *p/mà (< *p/Hma) ‘palm’ ~ Uralic *p/el'/ya 
‘handful, palm’ ~ Altaic *p'aliga ‘palm’. Possible. 
Comments: 


1. Erroneous Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. 

2. Watkins (1985:490) reconstructs Proto-Indo-European *p/a-mà; Mallory— 
Adams (1997:255) reconstruct Proto-Indo-European *pdlhaim “palm of the 
hand’; Wodtko—Irslinger—Schneider (2008:562) reconstruct Proto-Indo- 
European *p[h;-mo/ah;- ‘palm’. 

3. Rédei (1986—1988:384) reconstructs Proto-Uralic *piya ‘flat of the hand’ 
as the ancestor of the Uralic forms cited by the authors of the current 
volume. Clearly, this does not belong here. 

4. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1121—1122) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*n Gla (~ -e) (= *pal’ya, perhaps < *přāli-ņa) ‘palm’. 


Bomhard (no. 90) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form on the basis 
of evidence from Indo-European and Altaic: 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *p^al-a ‘flat of the hand, palm’ 

Derivative of: 

(vb.) *p^al- to spread, to extend’; 

(n.) *p^al-a ‘that which is wide, flat, level, broad, open: expanse, open space or 
surface’; (adj.) ‘wide, flat, level, broad, open’ 
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370. */pYala ‘tooth’: Dravidian *pala ‘tooth’ ~ Altaic [*Pala '(molar) tooth']. 


Strong. 


Comments: 


n 


Krishnamurti (2003:46, 108, 196, and 484) reconstructs Proto-Dravidian 
*pal ‘tooth’. 


2. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1075) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *pala (~ 
*p°) ‘tooth’. This points to Proto-Nostratic initial */p’-/. 
3. Not in Bomhard (2021). I would reconstruct Proto-Nostratic *p’al-a 
‘tooth’. 
371. */pYa/se ‘penis’: Indo-European *pes-, *pes-os, *pes-n- ‘penis’ ~ Uralic 


*p/a/se ‘penis’. Strong. 


Comments: 

]. Erroneous Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. 

2. Rédei (1986—1988:345) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Ugrian *pac3 ‘penis’, 
but Sammallahti (1988:548) reconstructs Proto-Finno-Ugrian *pá/o/oosi 
‘penis’. 

3. Pokorny (1959:824) reconstructs Proto-Indo-European *pes-, *pesos- 


‘penis’. 


Bomhard (no. 110) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic form on the basis 
of evidence from Dravidian, Indo-European, Uralic, and Altaic (Old Uyghur): 


Proto-Nostratic (n.) *plas"-a ‘sperm, semen; male genitals, penis; descendant, 
offspring’ 


372. *p'/á/jla ‘to fall’: Hamito-Semitic *p/- ‘to fall’ ~ Indo-European *(s)phol- ‘to 
fall’ ~ (?) Dravidian *vél- (« *p,ajl- ?) ‘to fly, to lower oneself? ~ Altaic 
*PEjle- ‘to fly, to soar; to rush downward; to fall (leaves)’. Weak. 


Comments: 

1. Erroneous Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. 

2. Ad hoc sound law — Proto-Dravidian *vé/- does not come from *p,qjl-. 

3. Faulty sound correspondences. The Proto-Dravidian and Proto-Altaic (see 
below) forms should be removed. 

4. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1142) reconstruct Proto-Altaic *pa/e (~ 


-i) (= *plile) ‘to fly, to soar, to flap’. 


As an alternative to the etymology proposed by the authors of this volume, 
Bomhard (no. 125) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms on the 
basis of evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Kartvelian, and Indo-European: 
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Proto-Nostratic root *p"ul- (~ *p^ol-) stem indicating downward motion: 

(vb.) *pul- ‘to fall, to fall down, to collapse, to ruin, etc.’ 

(n.) *p^ul-a ‘fall, collapse, ruin’; (adj.) ‘fallen, ruined, weakened; low, base, 
vile, mean’ 


373. */pYeHna ‘to shepherd, to defend, to take care of’: Indo-European *po-/*pi- 
(< *pói- < *pe/h/i-) ‘to shepherd, to defend, to protect, to take care off ~ 
Uralic *pina (< *péna ?) ‘to shepherd, to defend, to maintain, to take care of? 
~ Dravidian *péna- ‘to defend, to take care of’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Erroneous Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. 

2. The Proto-Indo-European form cited by the authors does not belong here. 

3. Rédei (1986—1988:413—414) reconstructs Proto-Uralic *pyn3- (= 
*pynv3-) ‘to watch over, to take care of (reindeer herds)’. 


Bomhard (no. 118) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms on the 
basis of evidence from Dravidian, Indo-European, and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *přin- (~ *phen»-): 
(vb.) *phin»- ‘to watch (over), to protect, to nourish, to nurture’; 
(n.) *phin*-a ‘protection, care; feeding, nourishing, nourishment’ 


Note: Bomhard (no. 118) includes the following Indo-European forms: 


Proto-Indo-European *p"en- ‘food, protection’: Latin penus ‘food supplies, 
provisions’; Lithuanian pénas ‘food’, pent, penéti ‘to feed, to fatten’; Gothic 
fenea *barley-groats, porridge’; Farsi panáh ‘refuge, protection’. 


374. *p'irka ‘to ask’: Hamito-Semitic *brk (« *prk ?) ‘to ask, to pray, to bless’ ~ 
Indo-European *prek- ‘to ask’ ~ Altaic *p%r/u/ ‘to ask, to pray (for, against), 
to bless, to damn, to inquire of divinity, to conjure’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. This is incorrectly numbered 373 — it should be no. 374. 

2. Erroneous Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. There is no justification 
whatsoever for reconstructing Proto-Nostratic medial velar ejective */-k-/ 
(= */-k’-/). 

3. Ad hoc sound law — Proto-Afrasian *brk does not come from *prk. The 
Afrasian evidence should be removed. 

4. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1144—1145) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 
*p'iru (= *phiru) ‘to pray, to bless’. 


Bomhard (no. 135) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms on the 
basis of evidence from Afrasian (Southern Cushitic), Indo-European, and Altaic: 
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Proto-Nostratic root *phir- (~ *pher-): 
(vb.) *plir- ‘to ask, to request, to entreat, to beseech, to pray’; 
(n.) *pir-a ‘request, entreaty, prayer’ 


Note: Bomhard (no. 135) includes the following Afrasian (Southern Cushitic) 
forms: 


Proto-Southern Cushitic *fir- ‘to pray, to ask for (something)’ > Iraqw firim- 
‘to pray, to ask for (something)’; Burunge firim- ‘to pray, to ask for 
(something); Alagwa firim- ‘to pray, to ask for (something); Ma'a -fi ‘to 
perform (a ceremony)’. 


375. *p'okwe ‘cattle’: Hamito-Semitic *bkr (< *p'kr) ‘large horned cattle, bull’ ~ 
Indo-European *peku ‘(small) cattle’ ~ Altaic *poke-r ‘bull, large horned 
cattle’. Possible. 


Comments: 

1. Erroneous Proto-Nostratic reconstruction. 

2. Ad hoc sound law — Proto-Afrasian *bkr does not come from *p&r. The 
Afrasian evidence should be removed. 

3. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:1168—1169) *p'oóka8 (-/V) (~ -e) = 
*phěkhi) ‘ox, cow’. 

4. Not in Bomhard (2021). 


376. (?) gama ‘to seize’: Hamito-Semitic */m- ‘to seize, to take, to gather’, *m- ‘to 
take’ ~ Indo-European *hem-, *meH- ‘to seize, to take’ ~ Dravidian *am- ‘to 
squeeze’. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. Lax semantics. 


As an alternative to the etymology proposed by the authors of this volume, 
Bomhard (no. 413) reconstructs the following Proto-Nostratic forms on the 
basis of evidence from Afrasian, Dravidian, Indo-European, and Uralic: 


Proto-Nostratic root *ktam- (~ *k"am-) or *q'am- (~ *qram-): 
(vb.) *k'am- or *qřam- ‘to seize, to grasp, to grip, to clutch’; 
(n.) *k#am-a or *q'am-a ‘grip, hold, hand(ful); bond, fetter’ 


Note: Bomhard (no. 413) includes the following evidence from the Nostratic 
daughter languages: 


A. Proto-Afrasian *kam- ‘to seize, to grasp, to grip, to clutch’: Proto-Semitic 
*kam- (*kam-a^-, *kam-aw/y-) ‘to seize, to grasp, to grip, to clutch’ > 
Arabic kamasa ‘to seize, to grasp, to grip, to clutch’, kamsa ‘a handful’; 
Akkadian kami ‘to capture, to overcome, to ensnare’, kamu ‘fetters’, kamü 
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‘captured, captive’, kamu (f. kamitu) ‘ensnaring’, kamitu ‘bonds, captivity’, 
kimitu, kimütu ‘captivity’. Berber: Tuareg akmam ‘to hold on tightly to 
something vertical; to clench, to press, to squeeze (for example, to weigh 
down, to bother, to annoy, to worry, to cause difficulties or problems)’, 
takmant ‘a muzzle’; Mzab takmamt ‘a muzzle’; Kabyle kam, kammam ‘to 
muzzle, to suffocate, to stop someone from speaking’, takmamt ‘a muzzle’. 
Proto-Southern Cushitic *kam- ‘to hold’ > Iraqw kom- ‘to have’; Burunge 
kom- ‘to have’; Asa kom- ‘to have’; K’wadza komos- ‘to grip’; Dahalo 
kam- ‘to hold’. 

Dravidian: Koraga kamdi ‘to steal’; Telugu kamucu ‘to hold, to seize’. 
Proto-Indo-European *k'em-th-/*khiom-t"-/*k'in-t'- *(vb.) to seize, to grasp, 
to grip, to clutch; (n.) hand’: Gothic handus ‘hand’, -hinpan ‘to seize’ 
(used only in compounds: fra-hinpan ‘to capture, to imprison’, fra- 
hunpans ‘prisoner’), hunps ‘booty’; Old Icelandic hönd ‘hand’, henda ‘to 
catch with the hand’; Old Swedish hinna ‘to obtain’; Swedish hand ‘hand’; 
Norwegian hand ‘hand’; Danish haand ‘hand’; Old English hand ‘hand’, 
ge-hendan ‘to hold’, hentan ‘to try to seize, to attack, to seize’, hip 
‘plunder, booty’, Auntian ‘to hunt’; Old Frisian hand, hond ‘hand’; Old 
Saxon hand ‘hand’; Dutch hand ‘hand’; Old High German hant ‘hand’ 
(New High German Hand), -hunda in herihunda ‘spoils of war’. 

Uralic: Proto-Finno-Ugrian *kdme(-ne) ‘hand; palm, flat of the hand’ > 
Finnish kämmen ‘palm, flat of the hand; paw’; Vote čämmäl ‘palm, flat of 
the hand’; Estonian kdmmal, kimmel ‘palm, flat of the hand’; (?) Lapp / 
Saami (Kola) kiem ‘flat of the hand, hand’; Ostyak / Xanty (Eastern) 
kómon in kömənkăyər ‘the hollow hands as a measure’. 


377. *qowe ‘opening’: Hamito-Semitic */w ‘opening, door’ ~ Uralic *owe- ‘door’ 
~ (?) Dravidian *av- ‘to gape, to yawn; to open the mouth’. Rejected. 


Comment: Faulty sound correspondences. Lax semantics. 


378. *qurE ‘to love’: Kartvelian *qwar- ‘to love’ ~ Dravidian *Kküra ‘love, desire’ 
~ Altaic *kuri ‘to desire intensely, to love’. Rejected. 


Comments: 

1. Faulty sound correspondences. 

2. Klimov (1998:239—240) reconstructs Proto-Kartvelian *gwar- ‘to love’. 
3. Starostin—Dybo—Mudrak (2003:569—570) reconstruct Proto-Altaic 


* güjfe (= *gifjr"e) ‘to love’ as the ancestor of the Altaic forms cited by the 
authors of this volume. 
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SUMMARY / CONCLUSIONS 


One of the main reasons why I chose to review volume 3 separately should now be 
apparent — including it in the review of the first two volumes would have distorted 
the final statistics resulting from the evaluation of the Nostratic etymologies 
actually prepared by Illic-Svityé. The reason for this is that the etymologies in 
volume 3 are uniformly substandard (inferior to those prepared by Illi¢-Svity¢) — 
even those that were judged to be acceptable almost always had problems. 

At the beginning of this review, I laid out the criteria for evaluation and 
proposed a scale consisting of four categories: “strong”, “possible”, “weak”, and 
“rejected”. Now, we can summarize our findings in terms of those categories, 
applied to the 25 entries in the third, and final, volume of Illi¢-Svityé’s Nostratic 
dictionary: 


Category Number of Items Percentage 
Strong 2 8% 
Possible 7 28% 
Weak 1 4% 
Rejected 15 60% 
Totals 25 100% 
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